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ABSTRACT 

The Austin Independent School District presents a 
final technical report concern ihg its Chapter 1 and Chapter 1 Migrant 
Programs. Chapter 1 and Migrant Program Early Childhood _ 
(prekindergarten ) students made impressive achievement gains that 
were even larger than last year's. However, students in grades 2-12 
who have been served from 1 to 4 years by J he Migrant Program did not 
make greater achievement gains from 1981 to 1982, or 1982 to 1983, 
than did other migrant students who have not been served. The high 
school Migrant Program has several weaknesses: (1) little focus on 
low-achieving students; (2) no discernible impact of the program on 
achievement; ( 3 ) cons iderable disparity among the number of students 
served by each teacher; and (4) a lower proportion of eligible 
-students served than at the elementary and junior. high Pavels, There 
is some evidence that extremely low-scoring Schoolwide Projects 
students (those few who are more than a year behind grade_level) do 
not gain as much in some cases as comparable students in Regular 
Chapter 1 schools. The report discusses the programs in detail, and 
the appendices include descriptions of the instruments used in the 
regular Chapter 1 programs. (PN) 
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DEFINITIONS 

Chapter 1 Regular - The Chapter 1 Regular Program provides supple- 
mentary reading instruction to low-achi eving students (those 
who store at the 30th percentile or below) in twenty-five schools 
with high concentrations of students from low-income families. 

Chapter 1 Schoolwide Projects - Two schools L Ai i i son and Becker , have 
a sufficient concentration of low-income- students to qualify as 
Chapter 1 Schoolwide Projects. In these schools Chapter I and 
extra local funds are used to lower the pupi i /teacher ratio. 
All students in the schools are considered Chapter 1 students. 

Current » ii grant - A current migratory child is one (a) whose parent or 
guardian is a migratory agricultural worker or migratory fisher, 
and (b) who has moved within the past twelve months from one 
school district to another to enable the child, the child's 
guardian,, or a rrember of the child's inmrediate family to obtain 
tenporary or seasona! employment in an agricultural or fishing 
ac t i v i t y . ^ 

Former tMigrant - Students who remain in the District following their 

year of current eligibility are considered formerly migratory stu 
dents (with the concurrence of their parents) for a period of 
five additional years. Current and former migratory students 
are eligible for the same program services. 

Tvpes of Service - 

Lab or Puilout - Student is served outsjde regular classroom. 

Classroom Service - Student is served in his/her regular class- 
room, . 

Special Class - Student is registered for a special program class 
e.g., Early Childhood Classes. . 

Other - Any other ways a student might be served, e.g., tutoring, 

MSRTS - The Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS ) is a 

national level recordkeeping system designed to maintain files 
of eligibility forms, health data, instructional data, and 
achievement data on migrant students. These records are sent 
as a student migrates from school district to school district 
to provide each school district with information about the 
student. The District and the MSRTS Clerk are required to 
maintain these files in a certain order and update various 
records during the school year. 
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Final Report 

Project Title: Chapter i and Chapter i Migrant 
Contact Persons: Karen Carsrud and Catherine Ghristner 



MAJOR POSITIVE FINDINGS: 

1. Chapter _i aid Migrant Program Early Childhood (prekinder- 
garten) students made impressive achievement gains that were 
even larger than last year's. 

2. The achievement gains of 1982-83 Schoolwide Projects students 
in reading, math, and language were generally greater than 
those of comparable students^ in the Regular Chapter 1 Program 
schools. A longitudinal examination of Schoolwide Projects 
students' achievement gains also appears encouraging concern- 
ing advantages of participation in the program. 

3. There is evidence to indicate continued improvement in the 

• Regular Chapter 1 Program. The program met or exceeded 
its objectives at every grade level. 



MAJOR FINDINGS REQUIRING ACTION: 



1. The high school Migrant Program has several weaknesses: 

# little focus on low-achieving students; 

g no discernible impact of the program on achievement; 

v considerable disparity among the number of students 

served by each teacher; and 
o a lower proportion of eligible students served than 

at the elementary and junior high levels. 

2. Students in grades 2-12 who have been served from one 

to four years by the Migrant Program did not make greater 
achievement gains from 1981 to 1982, or 1982 to 1983, 
than did other migrant students who have not been served. 

3. There is some evidence that extremely low-scoring 
Schoolwide. Projects students (those few who are more 
than a year behind grade level) do not gain as much 
in some cases as comparable students in Regular 
Chapter 1 schools. If such evidence continues to 
emerge, other forms of instructional grouping or 
supplemental instruction should be considered for 
these students. 
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CHAPTER 1 AND MIGRANT EARLY CHILDHOOD 
( PRE-K ) 



DID EARLY CHILDHOOD STUDENTS MAKE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS? 

Yes! Both Chapter 1 and Migrant Program students made very good gains on 
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R). The Chapter 1 
students showed an average gain of 17. U scale score points from the pre- 
to the posttest. Migrant Program students gained an average of 12.9 
points-. Over a period of time, scaled scores are expected to remain 
constant, so tnese gains indicate real growth rates well above the 
national average. 

Both programs produced improved gains this year when compared to last 
year (see Figure 1). Chapter 1 continues to produce greater gains than 
does the Migrant Program. As was noted last year also, Chapter 1 
students with lower pretest scores made greater gains than dia Migrant 
Program students scoring at the same low levels. There also continued to 
be more variety in average gains made across the Migrant Program classes 
than across the Chapter 1 classes. 
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Figure 1. CHAPTER 1 AND MIGRANT PROGRAM GAINS ON THE PPVT-R IN 
1981-32 and 1982-83. 



9 



82.37 



WHAT HAPPENS TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF FORMER PREKINDERGARTEN 
STUDENTS WHEN THEY REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS? 

Prekindergarten students in AISD's Early Childhood programs score at high 
levels at the end of the prekindergarten year and at beginning of . 
kindergarten. However, these high achievement levels have not always 
been evident at higher grade levels. Figure 2 shows the spring, 1983 
median reading total percentile for 1978-79 prekindergarten students. It 
suggests that they might be regaining some of their lost advantage. 
However, these data must be interpreted with caution, because medians for 
these students have varied from year to year, not all former pre- 
kindergarten students have remained in the District or been tested every 
year, and the number of students in the analyses is quite- small in some 
cases. 



LGMGITUIJPINhL hCHIE'.'lMENT gsins 
fok 1978-79 early childhood (pre-k) students 
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Figure 2, MEDIAN PERCENTILE FOR FORMER EARLY CHILDHOOD (PRE-K) 
STUDENTS AS THEY REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS. 
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HAVE ANY SPECIAL EFFORTS BEEN AIMED AT FORMER PREKINDERGARTEN 
STUDENTS TO HELP THEM MAINTAIN THEIR HIGH ACHIEVEMENT? 



Yes, in 1982-83 elementary instructional coordinators worked with a 
randomly chosen group of teachers to help the teachers focus on the needs 
of former prekindergarten students and retained students in their 
classes. The intervention was a fairly unstructured one, however, and 
former prekindergarten students and retained students in those classes 
did not gain more than a control group of former prekindergarten and 
retained students whose teachers were not aided. 



THE CHAPTER! PROGRAM IN AISD 



WHAT IS THE CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM? 

As part of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA), 
Chapter 1 was created to serve educationally disadvantaged students in 
economically disadvantaged areas. The program was called Title I in 
previous legislation. In AISD, the program is primarily a reading/ 
language arts program serving K -6 students in 25 Regular Chapter 1 
schools and two Schoolwide 'Projects. In addition, three nonpublic 
schools, four institutions for neglected/delinquent (N & D) children, and 
nine prekindergarten classes Were served by the program. 

WHAT ARE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS? 

In Schoolwide Projects, extra teachers normally provided by Chapter 1 
funds, along with extra locally funded teachers, are all used as 
classroom teachers to reduce the average class size for the entire 
school. In the AISD Regular Chapter i Program, Chapter 1-funded teachers 
provide service only to students who are below the 31st percentile in 
their reading achievement test scores (or language scores, for 
kindergartners). In a Schoolwide Project, all students are served. 
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HOW ARE SCHOOLS AND INDIVIDUAL CHILDREN SELECTED FOR THE 
CHAPTER i PROGRAM? 

By law,. AISD Chapter. 1 schools, must be chosen by first ranking all the 
District's, schools oh the basis of the percentage of jow-income students 
who -reside in each schools' attendance area. In order to do this, a 
major effort is conducted each year to count all students and also the 
number of low-income students who actually reside in various areas of the 
city and to determine the areas, of greatest economic need. Then, the AISD 
elementary schools with the highest percentage of low-income students 
residing in Jtheir attendance area are selected to participate in the 
Chapter 1 Program. 

Individual children within Chapter 1 schools are also ranked on the basis 
of "greatest need." Students with the lowest reading achievement test 
scores are served first, with as many students (up to the 3ist 
percentile) served as resources allow. 

i 

I 

\ ■ 
HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE SERVED IN THE CHAPTER 1 
PROGRAM 1982-83? 

The Chapter 1 Program provided service to 4,557 students in 1982-83. 
Figure 3 illustrates the proportion of students served by each component. 



WERE. THERE CHANGES IN HOW REGULAR CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM 
SERVICES WERE DELIVERED FOR 1982-83? 

There was a slight increase in the percentage of Chapter 1 students who 
were "pulled out" to the reading lab for service. For 1982-33, 38% of 
Chapter 1 students were served in the lab, versus 34% for 1981-82. 



WHAT PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS WERE SERVED? 

Approximately 67% of eligible students in Chapter 1 schools were served 
by Chapter 1. However, many students who are eligible for Chapter 1 are 
served by other programs, such as Special Education, BilingtfiS? or 
Migrant. 
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Figure 3. • PROPORTION OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED 
BY EACH COMPONENT IN 1982-85. 



WHAT TYPES OF SERVICES ARE PROVIDED BY THE CHAPTER 1 PROGR 
AT THE FOUR N & D INSTITUTIONS? 

Three of the N & D (neglected and delinquent) institutions use Chapter 1 
funds to hire aides to. work with students, while the fourth uses the 
funds to purchase instructional materials. The aides perform a variety 
of tasks: tutoring, assisting students during supervised study halls, 
arid meeting with regular AISD classroom teachers, .In structured 
interviews, directors of the institutions reported that students to. be 
served by Chapter 1 are selected on the basis of need, but that it is 
difficult to validly test the children, because many are emotionally 
disturbed, volatile, or have short attention .spans. \ 

There can also be considerable turnover in the student populations of 
these institutions^ as shown in Figure 4. One director reported 
difficulty, in finding a qualified person to fill the aide position at the 
relatively low salary ($5.63/hour). Another director felt that residents 
at that facility were not academically oriented, but instead were focused 
on learning the skills needed for independent living. In short, there 
are many difficulties associated with providing services within these 
facilities. However, all of the directors felt that the program was 
helpful. 
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Figure 4. NUMBER OF DAYS N & D CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS WERE SERVED, 



WHAT TYPES OF SERVICES ARE PROVIDED BY THE CHAPTER i PROGRAM 
AT THE THREE NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS? 

Supplemental instruction was provided in both reading and math to 

students below the 31st percentile. A total of 91' students were served, 
with some receiving Chapter 1 service in both subject areas. Figure 5 
shows the number of students served in reading and math by the three 
nonpublic schools. 
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Figure 5. DUPLICATED COUNT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN 
READING AND MATH AT THREE NONPUBLIC 
CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS ♦ 
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THE CHAPTER 1 MIGRANT PROGRAM IN AIS& 



WHAT IS THE MIGRANT INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM? 

In 1982-83:jhe Migrant Program funded: eight fulitime and two halftime 
Early Childhood teachers; seven fulitime and one halftime elementary 
teachers; 6ne fu Iltj ime and three parttime junior high teachers; and three 
fulitime and one parttime senior- high teachers. "Twenty-four AISD 
campuses were served by a Migrant Program teacher. 

WHO WAS SERVED BY MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS? 

Figure 6 shows the numbers of students served by Migrant Program teaehers 
across grade lev els. _Th?_numbers confirm the relative stability of the 
migrant student population in that 65% were seen for 9i days or more out 
of the 165 day school year. 

As has been reported for several years, there continue to be discrep- 
ancies in the proportion of eligible students served at each level across 
each_ six weeks: 87* to 95% of the eligible early childhood (r.rekinder- _ 
garten.) students; 6996 to 77% of the eligible K-6 students; 65% to 81% of 
the eligible junior s high students; and 47% to 56% of the eligible senior 
high students. Figure 7 illustrates this disparity for the fourth six 
weeks of 1982-83. 

Although the Migrant Program is not limited, to providing instruction for 
the lowest achieving students (those scoring at the 30th %ile or lower), 
the focus is on students at these levels. On the average 86% of the 
elementary and junior high low achieving migrant students were served by 
a Migrant Program teacher, while only 58% of the low-achieving senior 
high migrant students oh the average were served by a senior high Migrant 
Program teacher. 

HOW WERE MIGRANT STUDENTS SERVED? 

In Figure 8 are given the various ways migrant students received 
instruction from a Migrant Program teacher. The variation across grade 
levels is considerable. 

. As has been reported for the last several years, the number of students 
served by the senior high Migrant Program teachers varied greatly across 
teachers. One teacher saw 13 students while another saw 37 students. 
The only parttime teacher (60%) saw more students regularly than did one 
fulitime teacher. 
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Figure 6 . NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MIGRANT STUDENTS SERVED DURING 1982-83 BY A MIGRANT PROGRAM 
TEACHER FOR VARYING LENGTHS OF TIME. 
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This year, in an effort to work with the high school migrant students, a 

pilot Dropout Prevention Program was instituted at two high schools, 

Anderson and Crockett. Because this, program started late in the school 
year, evaluation data are not yet available on the success of this 
program. 
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Figure 7. PROPORTIONS OF ELIGIBLE MIGRANT STUDENTS BEING SEEN AT EACH LEVEL 
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Chapter 1 Achievement Gains 



WAT WERE THE fiCH I EVBVENT CAINS OF STUDENTS IN THE RbGULAR CHAPTER I 
PROGRAM? 

The AISD Regular Chapter I Program met or. exceeded its objectives at 
every grade level. The objectives were based-, on the I TBS achievement 
gains made by Chapter I students from the previous year (which had been 
generally higher than fbr the year before that!) Thus, the gains of this 
yekr 1 s Chapter 1 students indicate that program improvement has continued 
across the last two years. Figure 9 shows the average gains of Regular 
Chapter 1 students in reading across the grade levels . 
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Figure 9. MEAN GAINS IN READING GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES FOR 
CHAPTER 1 AND MIGRANT PROGRAM STUDENTS. 
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hOV DID THESE GUNS CEMPARE TO THOSE CF STUDENTS IN SCB3XWIDE PROOECTS? 

The achievement gains of students in Schoolwide Projects were compared to 
the gains of Regular Chapter 1 students with conparable pretest scores. 
A total of 19 ccnparisons wre made with Language (grades K-6), Reading 
(grades 1-6), and Math (grades i -6) Total ITBS scores. Five of these 
19cbmpar isons yielded nonsignificant results . For nine of these 19 
conpar i sons , Schoolwide Projects students clear ly gained sign if iean t ly 
more than Regu Iar Chapter i students, regardless of their pretest scores. 

For five^of these corrpar isons,. Schoolwide Projects students general ly 
gained more than; conparable Regular Chapter 1 students, except fbr those 
few students with extremely low pretest scores. Students irt these five 
ccnparisons who had extremely low pretest scores (more than a.year behind 
grade level on the pretest) gained less in Schoolwide Proj ects -than 
conparable students in the Regular Chapter i schools. It is possible 
that whole-class instruction may have some limitations for theseV 
extremely low-scoring students. However, for the large majority oi 
students, Schoolwide Projects were irore e ilective at increasing 
achievement than the Regular -Chapteg--Jt-JB^ogragu ~~~ — " 



WHAT HAS HAPPENED TD THE ACHIEVEMENT CF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS 
FCR THREE YEARS? 

A matched group was drawn of students in ei ther Schoolwide Projects or 
Regular Chapter, i schools for all of the last three years. The sample 
was matched on ethnici ty, low-income status, grade, sex, pretest, age, 
and retainee status. Ccnparisons were made of spring 1983 ITBS scores 
for students who were in 'grades K and 1 and who were attending the two 
types of schools during 1980-81 and afterwards. Partially because the 
numbers of students in the sarrples were small, only one comparison 
yielded .a statist ically signi ficant finding: Schoolwide Project students 
who were in grade 1 during 1980-81 had gained more in Language by the 
spring of 1983 than conparable students in Regular Chapter 1 schools. 
Hcwever , other cqnpar isons approached stat is t ical significance and all of 
the ccnparisons favored Schoolwide Projects students. 
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WHAT HAS HAPPENED TO THE ACHIEVEMENT CF STUDENTS MO ARE NO ICNGER 
ATTENDING A CHAPTER 1 SCHOOL BECAUSE CF DESEGREGATION? 

Sane students that received Title I services prior to the District's 
desegregation plan beginning in 1980-81 no_ longer receive these services 
because their new schools do not have a high enough percentage of 
low- income children to qualify for the Chapter 1 Program. A comparison 
was made of two groups Of K-3 students who were served by Title I in 
1979-80: those who remained in Title I /Chapter 1 schools and those who 
did not. These comparisons revealed that spring 1983 reading achievement 
test scores; were significantly higher in three of the four comparisons 
for the group of students no longer attending a Chapter 1 school. 
Research in this area has suggested that attending schools which have 
lower concentrations of low-income children can enhance achievement 
gains, which may have offset any disadvantages to students who lost 
Chapter 1 services. Furthermore, the former Title I students may have 
been, served by the SCE Program in their new schools. 



wERE THERE OTHER ACHIEVEMENT FINDINGS CF INTEREST CONCERNING CHAPTER 1 
STUDENTS? 



There was a nonsignificant trend for low-achieving kindergar tners in 
Chapter 1 schools to gain more in language if their school served^ 
kindergartners with the program. K was the only grade level which was 
optional for schools to serve with the Chapter 1 Program. Students who 
were retained in kindergarten gained less if they ware served by Chapter 
1 than did students who ware not served. However, the two groups of. 
students may not have been comparable. No differences ware found in 
reading achievement between Chapter 1 and non-Chapter 1 retainers at 
other grades. Also there was no consistent pattern in the results that 
favored students served by the Regular Chapter 1 Program- in a particular 
location such as the reading lab, regular classroom, or both. 
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Chapter 1 Migrant Program Achievement Gains 



Figure 10 (Grades 1-8) and Figure 11 (Grades 9-12) illustrate how 
generaijy low achieving the migrant students are. These figures are 
based on _a.il migrant students who had test score's. The Hispanic 
corrparison group is included since over 94% of the migrant students 
are Hispanic. 



V&HAT AZHIEVSVENT CAINS WERE iVKDE BY MIGRANT STUDENTS WHO WERE SERVED BY A 
MICRANT FROGR/^M TEA3HER? 



Grades K-8 

Kindergarten students served by a Migrant Program. teacher made an 
average 0.7 grade equivalent point gain on the Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skills (ITBS) Language Total from the fall of 1982 to the spring 
of 1983. This gain is smaller than that made by all AISD kinder- 
garteners pre- and posttested but the same as all-AISD Hispanic - 
kindergarteners. The fain is one month better than Migrant Program 
kindergarten students made in 1981 -82. 

Those first graders served by a Migrant Program Teacher had an average 
ITBS Reading Total grade equivalent score of 1.6. This is two 
months less than the national average for first graders of 1 .8. 
The Migrant Program students' scores this year are slightly better 
than the Migrant Program first graders 1 average scores last year . 

In Figure 12 are presented the average grade equivalent gains for 
the Migrant Program students in grades 2-8. Also included are the 
the gains made by students in 1980-81 and 1981-82 for corrparison 
purposes. As can be noted from the figure, the gains this year 
are simi lar to last year's gains, but with less variation across 
the grade levels . 

In compar ing the Migrant Program gains with the gains made by Chapter 1 
Regu lar students (see Figure 9) , it can be noted that Chapter 1 students 
made greater gains at some grades, whi le the Migrant Program students ' 
gains were as good or better at other grade levels . 



Grade 



1980-81 



1981-82 



1982-83 



3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 



0.7 
lib 
1.0 
0.9 
6.5 
1.6 
1.0 



0. 7 

1. Q 

0.9 
0.7 
1,1 
1.2 
0.8 



0.8 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 

I.i 

6.9 
0.9 



Figure 12. AVERAGE GRADE .EQUIVALENT GAINS ON THE ITBS" READING TOTAL 
FOR STUDENTS SERVED BY A MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHER IN 
1980-81, 1981-82, AND 1982-83.. -- 
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Figure 16. 1982-83 MIGRANT STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, GRADES 1-8 
AND TWO COMPARISON GROUPS. 
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Figure 11. 1982-83 MIGRANT STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT, GRADES 9-12 
AND TWO COMPARISON GROUPS. 
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Grade 9 students \vho were served by a Migrant Program teacher had a 
rredian percentile of 31 on their spring 1983 STEP Reading scores . This is 
considerably below the AISD' rmdian percentile for 9th graders of 54 and 
well below the median percentile for Hispanics 9th graders of 4*; 

Grades 10-12 migrant students served by a Migrant Program teacher showed 
percentile losses on the average. For conpari son purposes, in Figure 13 
are given the median percentiles for the pre- and post tests for Migrant 
Program students, all AISD, and AISD Hispanic; students . The two eonpar- 
ison groups are consistently higher across both the pre- and post test. 

AISD is required by the Texas Education Agency to offer services to 
students in grades K-12 before it can offer early childhood 
prekindergarten classes. Because the high school program has not been 
particularly successful, new ways of inrplement ing services to grades 9-12 
students are being examined for 1983-84. 

OVER TItVE, DOES IT HELP STUDENTS 1 ACHIEVEMENT TO EE SERVED BY THE MIGRANT 
PROGRAM? • 

A longi tudinal data file of migrant students in grades 2-12 was created 
to examine the long-term benefits of receiving instruction by a Migrant 
Program teacher . Achievement gains examined were from the spring of 1982 
to the spring of 1983. In corrparing the achievement gains of the 
students not served with those served one, .two, three, or four years by a 
Migrant Program teacher, no discernable differences could be found in 
favor of students who were served regardless of length of^ time served. 
This was true even when gains were examined for just those students who 
scored at the 30th percentile or below. This same type of analysis was 
done in 1981-82, and the results were consistent. 













1982-83 






Krnc'e 

.9. 


Grnde 
10 


Grnde 

- U 


Grade 
10 


Grnde 
11 


Grade 
12 


ATSD Students 

p ro — &— Posttestod — 


60 

- (N-2357) 


' 


'54 
(N=2242) 


-54 ■ 
(N-2357) 


5.5 


- "51" 

(N=2242) - 


AISD Hispanics 
Pre- S Posctested 


50 

(N-473) '_ 


>V,\ - 


... 41. 
(N=444) 


Ul ... 
(N-478) 


. AO 


38 
(N=444) 


Migrant Program 
Students (Served) 
Pre- & PoBttested 


40 
(N=20) 




31 

(N=70) 


. 36 
(N«20) 




24 

(JM0) 



Figure 13. MEDIAN PERCENTILES ON THE STEP, READING TOTAL, 1978 NORMS 
FOR MIGRANT STUDENTS SERVED BY A MIGRANT TEACHER AND TWO 
COMPARISON GROUPS . These are medians from matched .(cohort) 
groups. 
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMEN & Migrant 



WHAT HAPPENED WITH PARENTAL ADVISORY COUNCILS (PACs) IN 1982-83? 

This year there was .no legal requirement of the Chapter 1 and Migrant 
Program that the District form PACs. The only specific requirement 
regarding parental involvement in either program, was a .directive to 
inform parents about the programs and to get parental input on any 

proposed changes /in the programs. Last spring both the Elementary 

Chapter 1/Migran't Districtwide PAC members and the Secondary Migrant 
Districtwide PAC members had voted to continue with the PAC meetings as 
their preferred way of parental involvement in the two programs. 

In examining the documentation of the PAC meetings tfyfil following can be 

Eight elementary meetings, four secondary meetings, and one 
elementary/secondary meeting were held. 

The minutes/agendas of these meetings reflect compliance with 
the law: both groups discussed the current programs, 
possible funding cuts, regulation changes, and the programs 
for the upcoming year. 

A total of 10* Chapter 1 parents and 31 Migrant parents 
attended the elementary PAC meetings. A total of 32 Migrant 
parents attended the secondary PAC meetings. 

The attendance of migrant parents at PAC meetings 
decreased sharply from 1981-82 levels (by 63 parents 
at the elementary level and 5*4 parents at the secondary 
level). 

The attendance of Chapter 1 parents at PAC meetings 
improved over the number/ attending in 1981-82 (91 
parents). / 

Both the elementary and secondary persons responsible for the parental 
involvment component indicated that improving parent attendance was one 
of their highest priorities. • 
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IN mm PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES DO PARENTS EXPRESS THE GREATEST 
INTEREST? 

A survey was sent to 400 randomly chosen parents of elementary children 
served by Chapter 1 with approximately 29% of the parents responding. 
The activities in which parents reported the most interest were Math and 
Reading Rainbow Kits, which are take-hems kits containing activities 
parents can do with their children. Over 95% of tne parents responding 
were interested or very interested in these activities. Parents were 
also interested in attending workshops that would teach them how to help 
their child in reading, math, or learning games that can be made at home. 

Of less interest to parents than Rainbow Kits or workshops were 
activities such as helping with school events, attending PAC meetings, 
and working with children or teachers at the school. 

WHAT ADDITIONAL INFORMATION DO W. HAVE ABCUT RAINBOW KITS? 

This* year, a survey of the parents of the 408 children receiving Rainbow 
Kits was conducted. If the survey was returned, the student received a 
free book, and the return rate was approximately 52%. Most parents ( 67%; 
thought the kits were of the appropriate difficulty level and also that 
their children had learned from working on the kits. However, the 
directions on some of the activities were reported as too difficult by 
/approximately 40% of the parents. This is an increase from the previous 
/year, although the kits were not changed. It may, however, indicate an 
area where rrodi f icat ions are needed. 

Evaluations in previous years have documented that Rainbow Kits are 
somewhat expensive arid do not generally have detectable short-term 
effects oh student achievement. However, parents continue to indicate 
high levels of interest in activities that facilitate their working at 
home with their children. In the event that Rainbow Kits become 
prohibitively expensive, other take -heme activities that are similar but 
less expensive might be consider ed. 




RAINBOW KIT 
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HEALTH SERVICE S 



WHAT SERVICES WERE PROVJDED B^THE MIGRANT NURSE? 

t 

The Migrant Nurse: 

• Saw 372 different students during the school year, 

• Visited 54 different AISD campuses, . 

... c Made 566 contacts with parents, 

• Conducted a wide variety of health related services 
for students (see Figure 14), and 

o Used over $17,000 to provide medical/dental services 
to 393 migrant students (see Figure 15 ). 

Both the Migrant Nurse and the Chapter l/Chapter 1 Migrant Adminis- 
trator felt that the position should definitely be fuUtime for 1983-8*. 
This would allow time for serving more students and providing more 
services. Migrant Program teachers surveyed in- the spring expressed some 
dissatisfaction with, the Health Services provided. This may reflect the 
decreased availability of the Nurse, due to the decrease in her position 
from full- to halftime. 



\ Activity 




Numcer d 
Activity 


c Tt:n*s 
wad rUaporce-i 


Regularly Scheduled -xax 










23 


Phcrie Contact 




379 


?.fc£erral to Medical Doctor ; 




2XS 


Referral co Dencisc 




241 


itosa Visit ] 




35 


Courisetir.g/Teachiiis 




17 6 


Referral to Other Professional 




36 



Figure 14. TALLY OF VARIOUS NURSING ACTIVITIES FOR 
SEPTEMBER, 1982 THROUGH MAY, 1983. 
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Duplicated Count 
nf Students Served 


Wlc.il 


— — 

Dentist 


Pharmacy 




Hay 


i,ai> 




Classen 


Total. 
Spent 


Average 
Spent Per 
Student 


September 


6 


$ 06,00 


$ 73.(10 


$ .00 


$ .00 


$ .00 


$ 137.00 


.$ 276.00 


$ 46.00 


October 


29 


598.00 


356,00 


40.00 


.00 


21.00 


300.00 


1,315.00 


45134 


November 


36 


376.0(1 


1,065.00 


309.51 


;oo 


.00 


150; 00 


1,900.51 


52.79 


Dt'cwnb 


17 


128.00 


1,12-5.00 


.00 


.00 


.00 


200.00 


.1,453.00 


85.47 


January 


)i 


695.00 


1,158.00 


119:63 


.00 


28.00 


150.00 


2,150.63 


67.21 


February 


32 


567.00 


/ 421.00 


181.51 


.00 


35.00 


50.00 


i;254.5I 


39.20 


Mirctt 


40 


691.00 / 


' 1,733.00 


285.22 


45.00 


35.00 


36.00 


„ 2,825.22 


70.63 


April 


45 


907.65 


1,256.00; 


199.25 


.00 


24,00 


: 100.00 


2,486.90 


55.26 


May 


56 


95B.00 


1,5900 


k\m 


130.00 


12.00 ' 


230,00 


3,695.42 


65.99 


TOTAL 


293 


$4,986.65 


$9,161.00 


$1,540.54 


$175.00 


$155.00 


$1,353.00 


$17,357.19 


$ 59.24 



Figure 15. SUMMARY OF MEDICAL EXPENSES PAID FOR, BY MIGRANT PROGRAM FUNDS FOR SEPTEMBER, 1982 
THROUGH MAY, 1983. 
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Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) 



The Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) Clerk kept eligibility 
forms, log books, and other MSRTS records in the prescribed order. 
However j in interviewing the Clerk and assessing the reasons why a number 
of MSRTS timelines were not met, several reasons/concerns were 
identified: 

• The Clerk did not receive the MSRTS "objectives until the end 
of the year. Although she was told as things needed to be 
done, by not having the objectives she was not always able to 
plan ahead or anticipate problems; 

• Both the Clerk and her supervisor were new to the MSRTS 
system in 1982-83; 

• There was often a lack of coordination a.mong the MSRTS Clerk, 
her supervisor, the community representatives, and their _ 
supervisors— a problem which should be somewhat alleviated 

by the staff being all located in one office in 1983-84; and 

o Other tasks sometimes took priority over tasks related to 

the MSRTS deadlines, causing the MSRTS deadlines not to be 
met. 
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ECIA Chapter 1 
Appendix A 
PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST-REVISED 
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Instrument Descripti on Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 



3rief description of the instrument : 

The PPVT-R is ah individually administered, untimed. standardized vocabulary cesc. 
the tesc requires subjects tb, respond cb cue words by choosing from among four 
pictures che one chac corre3ponds_co che cue word. The words gee progressively 
harder as che cesc proceeds.. Specific.cue words given depend on che subject's 
"age and performance da. Che first few Icems. The Subjecc reaches his. or her... 
"ceiling" when he or she is performing ac chance level (defined as six errors in 
eighc consecucive responses), the subjecc's raw score is based on cwo factors: 
how.high checeiling icem- is, andhqw.many errors are made on che way. See che 
Test Manual for more - detailed information. 

To whom was the instrument administered? 

To students in the Chapter I and Chapter 1 Migrant prekindergarten programs. 
gov -naw 7 ;^ e3 y a3 the ins trtsnent adrrfTf scared? 

Twice to each studenc who was enrolled during boch cescing periods (Sepcembet and 
April), once. Co. ochers . All analyses are based on only chose scudencs wich two 
scores; Each student was randomly assigned Co on*2 of che cwo alcemace 
forms for the pretest, then given che other for the" pdsttest. 
*hea was the ins crises t a^i^sterad? 

The .pretests wereadminiscered becween Sepcember 20 and Occober 8, 1982, and che 
posctescs were ^admlniscered becween April 19 and May 5, 1983. 

In che subjeo.es' schools, eicher in cne hall or in an empcy room or office. 



Vho. adminis car ad the * ^^graeacJ: 

Migrant: The Chancer 1 Migrant Evaluacor or an ex-ceacher hired specifically 
for PPVT testing: 

Chapcer I: The Chapter 1 Evaluation Assistant, or one of cwo ex-teachers and one 

ex-Head. Sc art/Home _Scar_c_ d_irec cor hired for cescing. 
Vaag training did the ari^-*,:: is era tors have? " 
All had extensive' previous experience wich che PPVT. 



Vas-the inat^r^sest-^ealsijtered under standardised conditions? 

No. There was variation in the noise level and privacy of. che different seccings. 
However, mosc scuden-;s seemed accencive and eager cb do well, so Che effect or che 
pocencial discraccion on scores is probably small. 



:here problems vi; 



the instrument or th * 



affect tne validlt-* of the data? 

All norms are based on subjeccs who achieved a "basal", defined as 8 consecucive 
correcc responses. Many of che scudencs we cesced did qoc achieve basals, and 
increased error of measurement is probably associaced wich cheir scores. 



*"ho develop 



Lloyd M. Durn, Ph.D. and teoca M. Dunn. 



'-ibiiir? ar.d varlidir-y 



ti-l#.bie- "he inscr^me 



Over che age range We tested, reliabilities range from .70 co .34 (spliC-half ) , 
and from .76 Co . 11 (alcernace forms). There ar^ ho concurrent hbr predictive 
validicy daca available for che PPVT-R, excepc chac ic correlates .50 co .80 
with the. PPVT,. which correlates strongly with other vocabulary tests and 
moderately with other achievement tests. 



re- '2*r-e- 



*ia-£-a— available for 



he rasul 



:s? 



res* Standard score and percentile norms are provided for each month of chrono- 
logical age. ; 
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PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST-REVISED 
Purpose 

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) was administered to 
Chapter i and Chapter 1 Migrant prekindergarten students to help answer 
the following decision. and evaluation questions: 

Chapter 1 

Decision Question D3 : Should the Chapter 1 Early Childhood Education 
Program be continued, modified, or discontinued? 

Evaluation Question D3-1 : Was the objective of the Early 
Childhood Program met? 

Chapter 1 Migrant 

Decision Question Dl ; Should the Early Childhood Education Component 
be continued as it is, modified, or deleted? 

Evaluation Question Dl-1 : Were the achievement objectives met? 

Evaiuation Question Dl-2 : How do the pre/post test gains made 
by the Migrant students on the Feabody Picture Vocabulary Test 
compare with the Chapter 1 and Title VII students? 

Evaluation Question Dl-3 : How do the pre/posttest gains made 
by Migrant and Chapter 1 students this year compare with gains 
made in 1981-82? 



Procedure 

Because the PPVT-R is an individually administered test, three former 
teachers and one former Head Start /Home Start director were hired to 
help with testing. All Migrant testing was done by the Migrant Evaluator 
and one of the former teachers. Chapter 1 pretesting was done by the 
Chapter 1 Evaluation Assistant and another former teacher; the third former 
teacher and the former Head Start/Home Start director helped the Evaluation 
Assistant with Chapter i posttesting. All testers were female. 

In September, a memo (see Attachment A-l) was s.ent to Chapter 1 and 
Chapter 1 Migrant Pre-K teachers telling them the weeks during which 
testing would be done and how to prepare students to do their best. 
During the week before testing began, teachers wer£ telephoned and 
specific testing dates were arranged. Most testing was done between 
September 20 and September 29, 1982. The few children who were absent 
on their class 1 testing day wer^ tested on September 30, October 1, or 
October 4. 

3o 
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Students were randomly assigned to one of the two alternate forms for the 
pretest* then giveti the other form as the posttest. T^o students from each 
program were inadvertently given the same form on the pre- and posttest; 
Because the tests were administered seven months apart and the children 
had never been given the correct answers to the items, data from these four 
students were included in the analyses. 

Examination of pretest standard scores revealed a 14-point mean difference 
in scores obtained by the two Chapter 1 testers (t = 4.47, p<*OQl, df = 118.) 
Although no tester effect was obtained for Migrant test administrators it 
was decided to have each child in each. program posttested by the same 
tester by which he of she had been pretested, in the hope that gain scores 
would be unaffected by any tester effects. 

Ail testing was done in the students' schools, in an empty classroom^ office 
library, or cafeteria. All testing was done in English, 

In November, teachers were given their students' results in the^form of 
standard scores (age-corrected scores with a /mean of 100 and standard 
deviation of 15 — see Attachment A-2 for a sample class report). In 
April 1983, a memo (Attachment A-3) was sent to teachers and principals 
advising them that posttesting would be done soon. Specific dates were 
again scheduled with the teachers by telephone. Most children were post- 
tested between April 19, and April 29, 1983, with makeups for absent 
children on May 2-5. Most testing was again done in empty classrooms or 
offices, though children were tested in public hallways in two schools. 

"he teachers received their students' posttest results' arid mean class and 
program gains in mid-May, along with a memo explaining the results (Attach- 
ment A-4) . 

All tests, pre and post, were" scored by the testers or the Chapter 1 Evalu- 
ation Intern, and each test was checked for accuracy by another ORE staff 
member. 



Analyses 

Standard score gains from pre- to posttest were evaluated separately for 
each program with a paired-sample t-test. The programs were compared using 
a multiple regression approach to analysis of covariance, with pretest 
score as the covariate. First, a "known-true" model is constructed, with 
posttest score as the dependent variable and the six predictor vectors 
described in Attachment A-5 (as Model 1). This model contains separate 
linear, curvilinear, and group membership components- for each program, and 
allows for independent curvilinear regression lines. Six other possible 
models are than constructed (Models 2-7, Attachment. A-5) each having fewer 
predictor vectors than the "known-true" model. Weights are obtained for the 
vectors in each model using the SPSS Regression package. 
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A systematic series of model comparisons is then done, until the model is 
found which combines the best prediction of post test scores (i.e., the 
lowest residual sum of squares) with the fewest predictor vectors. All 
mb^el comparisons are evaluated by an F test. See Attachment A- 5 page 2 
for the F formula and I a flow chart of model comparisons; 

/ .. 

Results 



All results reported include only those students with both pre- and posttest 
scores. 

F 

Were the Achievement Objectives Met? 



For Chapter 1, the achievement objective was specified in terms of percent 
of students making certain standard score gains* e.g., 33% will : gain more 
than 20 points, etc. Figure 1 shows the expected and actual percent of 
students in each gain category, both for all students and for the subcategory 
of students with basals . As the top table shows, when all students are 
included, the program clearly exceeded its goals. The first three gain 
categories each had. more students than expected, while fewer students than 
expected made very small or no gain. 

Interpretation of the bottom figure , which includes only those students with 
basals, is a little more difficult. It appears that many students in the 
highest gain category were those who did not have basals on the pretest. 
The overall pattern of these results, however, is still very positive. 

Chapter 1 Migrant did not set explicit achievement obj ectives - 

Were the Programs Effective in Improving Student Achievement? 

Because PPVT-R standard scores have the same mean and standard deviation 
for all ages, any within-program pre- to posttest gain can be tested 
against a null hypo thesis . of no gain. Figure 2 shows mean pre- and 
posttest standard scores for each program, for all students and also for 
the subcategory of students with basals. As the table shows, Chapter 1 
students and Chapter 1 Migrant students each made highly reliable 
gains. 

How Do Gains Made From Pre- to Posttest Compare Among the Two Pro grams? 

Figure 3 shows the results of the model comparisons described in the Analyses 
section. As the table shows , Model 6 best describes the data, for all students 
and also for the subgroup of students who achieved basals . Model 6 produces 
parallel, liriear regression iines and represents a statistically reliable 
difference between programs.' In other words, if pretest score* is controlled 
for, Chapter 1 students made reliably higher gains than Migrant students. 
Figure 4 shows the plots of the regression lines for all students. When the 
regression lines for only those students with basals are plotted, the pattern 
is the same. 
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How do this year's gains compare to last year's ? 

Figure 7 shows the mean pretest and posttest PPVT-R standard score, and the 
mean gain; for each program in 1981-82 and 1982-83. For Chapter 1, this 
year's mean pretest score is similar to last year's, but this year ' s posttest 
mean is higher, representing a larger average gain this year. A similar pat- 
tern was obtained for Migrant Students, but the increased gain from 1981-82 to 
1982-83 was not as great. Figure 8 shows these gains in graphic .form. 

Other Findings-of -inter es-t . 

t- very high negative correlation between pretest standard score and gain was 
discovered (r= -.59 for all students, -.65 for students with basals, p<.001 
for both correlations) . The correlations were similar in magnitude for 
Chapter 1 and Migrant. 

It is wel 1 known that any correlation between pretest and gain will almost 
always be negative, because of regression to the mean. But the magnitude 
of the obtained correlations seemed too great to be statistical artifact 
Moreover, participants in the prekindergarten program had been selected by 
an earlier screening test, not the PPVT-R pretest. There are those who 
hold tfTat measuring gains from the so-called "second pretest, as was done 
here effectivelv controls for the effect of regression to the mean. This 
is a controversial matter, however, and it was decided to take the most 
conservative approach and remove the regression effect statistically, using 
the formula in Attachment A-6. 

Correlations between pretest and gain, corrected for regression to the mean, 
are -.68 and -.64 for all students and those with basals respectively 
(p<.001 for both). Again, the separate correlation values for Chapter 
1 and Migrant were very similar. 

Children with low pretest scores made bigger gains than those with higher 
pretest scores, even with regression effects accounted for. Figures 4 and . 
5 show this effect in two different Ways. Figure 4 illustrates the regression 
lines predicting posttest score from pretest score, for all Chapter], and 
Migrant Itudents. The third line, labeled "No Cain", represents a theoretical 
group of students whose posttest and 1 pretest? scores were the same. _ Figure s 
shows the same relationships, but illustrates the prediction of gain ^her 
than posttest score. The horizontal line represents the theoretical No Gam 
group. 

One possible explanation for this phenomenon is that the Early Childhood 
curriculum is tailored to the needs of the lowest-achieving participants 
and that children who are relatively more advanced in September are not 
benefiting as much, at least as measured by their vocabularies. Another 
possibility is that teachers tend to give more attention to the lower-achieving 
students ... 

Another interesting finding was a wide variation in the average gains made 
bv classes. As shown in Figure 6, mean gains ranged from 14 .0 to"./ 
among Chapter 1 classrooms, and from 1.6 to 22.0 among Migrant classrooms. 
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s 



All Students 



Standard Score Gain 

More than 20 points 
11-20 points 
6-10 points 
1-5 points 

0 or fewer points 



Obj ective 

33% 
24% 
10% 
14% 
18% 



Actual 

35% 
34% 
15% 

8% 

8% 



N=116 



Students with Basals 



Standard Score Gain 
More than 20 points 
11-20 points 
6-10 points 
1-5 points 
0 or fewer points 



Objective 
33% 
24% 
10% 
14% 
18% 



Actual 
31% 
35% 
17% 
8% 
9% 



N=102 



Figure 1: COMPARISON OF CHAPTER 1 GAIN OBJECTIVES WITH ACTUAL GAINS. 
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All- Stud ents 

Chapter 1 

Mean Standard Score _t * £ N 

Pretest 72.87 -14.32 <.001 116 

Posttest 90.23 

Migrant 

Mean Standard Score . jt* £ N 

Pretest 66.24 -8.61 <.60i 162 

Posttest 79.16 

Students With Basals Only i 
Chapter T 

Mean Standard "Score Jt * £ N 

Pretest 76.65 -12.86 <.00l 102 

Posttest 92.78 

Migrant 

■ Me an Standard Score Jt* £ N 

Pretest 74.48 -6.83 <.G0i 71 

Posttest 85.96 



Figure 2. COMPARISONS OF PRE- AND POSTTEST STANDARD SCORES. 



*t - test for correlated samples. 
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ALL STUDENTS 



Model 1 vs Model 5 —Curvilinear vs Linear 

Model 1 ESS = 25684.25 F(2,212) = 0.29 (n.s) 

Model 5 ESS = 25754.71 



Model 5 vs Model 6 — ^Common Linear Slopes 

Model 5 ESS = 25754.71 F(l,214) = 0.26 (n.s) 

Model 6 ESS = 25786.43 



Model 6 vs Model 7 — Common Intercepts, 
Model 6 ESS = 25786.43 
Model 7 ESS = 28631.29 



F(l,215) = 23.72 (p<.01) 



STUDENT S 

WITH 

BASALS 



Model 1 vs Model 5 — Curvilinear vs Linear 

Model 1 ESS = 16379.54 F(2,167) = 0.75 (n.s) 

Model 5 ESS = 16525.88 



Model 5 vs Model 6 — Common Linear Slopes 

Model 5 ESS = 16525.88 ' F(l,169) = 0.26 (n.s) 

Model 6 ESS = 16551.69 



Model 6 vs Model 7 — Common Intercepts 
Model 6 ESS = 16551.69 
Model 7 ESS = 17959.41 



F(l,170) = 14.46 (p<.01) 



Figure 3: OBTAINED F VALUES FROM MODEL COMPARISONS. 



4c 



MODEL 6 FOR ALL S TUDENTS 




MODEL 6 FOR FILL STUDENTS: 



35- 



Chapter 1 




"No Gain" (Fictitious Comparison Group) 



i PrP Mrt 

tsssaP 

_ Chapter 1 

h_ Migrant 
Comparison 



12 22 .32 12 S2 62 72 B2 12 102 112 

FALL PPVT STRNORRO SCORE 



Figure 5: PPVT-R GAINS AS A FUNCTION OF PRETEST SCORES, BY, PROGRAM. 
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Chapter 1 



School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 
School 8 
School 9 



Pre 
72.9 

75.5 
70.7 
76.5 
80.9 
67.2 
77.3 
59.5 
73,. 9 
75.9 



Post 
90.2 

88.6 
90.0 
90.5 
97.6 
88.8 
91.3 
83. 1 
92.5 
91.8 



Gain 
17.5 

15.2 
19.4 
14.1 
16.8 
21.7 
14.0 
23.7 
18.6 
15.9 



N 

116 

12 
13 
15 
8 
6 
15 
15 
16 
16 



Migrant 



School 10 
School 11 
School 12 
School 13 
School 14 
School 15 
School 16 
School 17 
School 18 
School 19 



66.2 

72.3 
64.3 
75.2 
60.2 
62.9 
58.8 
65.4 
71.9 
60.8 
63.0 



Post 
79.2 

82.4 
72.0 
86.1 
82.2 
65.9 

72-2 
67.0 
90.4 
79.2 
84.6 



Gain 
12.9 

10. 1 
7.7 
10.8 
22.0 
3.0 
13.5 
1.6 
18.5 
18.4 
21.6 



N 
102 

12 
10 
13 
. 6 
9 
8 
8 
12 
,13 
11 



NOTE: (Post-Pre) is not always equal to gain, Sue to rounding. 
Figure 6: MEAN STANDARD SCORES - STUDENTS BY SCHOOL. 
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Mean Pretest Score Mean Posttest Score Gain 

ter-j. 1981-82 72.60 86.80 14.35 

1982-83 72.87 90.23 17.36 



Migrant 1981-82 66.15 77.67 11.16 

1982-83 66.24 79:16 12.92 



Figure 7: MEAN PPVT-R PRETEST, POSTTEST, AND GAIN SCORES FOR 1981-82 AND 
1962-83, BY PROGRAM. 
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< 



20- 



15- 



1Q J 



5- 



0-1 



PPVT-R MEAN STANDARD SCORE 
GAIN FROM PRE TO POST 



14.35 



17.36 



1981-82 1982-83 
Chapter 1 



12.&2 



11.16 



mm 



1981-82 1982-83 

Chapter 1 Migrant 



Figure 8. COMPARISON OF GAINS FROM PRETEST TO POSTTEST FOR 1981-82 and 
1982-83, BY PROGRAM. 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment A-i 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



Y 



September 7, 1982 



TO: Chapter 1 and "Migrant Program Early Childhood Teachers 

FROM: ' Catherln^Christner and Karen Carsrud 
SUBJECT: Early' Childhood Achievement Pretest 



The revised version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT-R) will be used 
again this year to measure early childhood achievement results. The only change 
.from last year is an earlier testing date. The pretest will be administered the 
last two weeks of September: September 20 - October 1, Makeups will be the 
-first week of October. 

Several teachers in the past have had very good success in getting high student 
attendance and positive student attitudes on the day of testing. The children 
were told about the testing beforehand. Notes were sent home asking parents to 
be sure their child gets plenty of sleep and comes to school on the day of 
testing. 

Enclosed is ah Early Childhood Roster that we need you to complete as soon as 
possible and return to us so we can prepare the test records for each child. 
In addition to the children's name* please list the day, month, and year of 
birth and whether they are English, Spanish, or Other Language Dominant. For 
Chapter 1 teachers only, please list the screening score for each child.; We 
Will forward this information to Anita Uphaus for her use. Please return the 
completed original by Friday, September 10 to Catherine Chris tner. 

We will be calling you very soon to set a date for testing your class. We will 
conduct the testing in the morning. -Each child will be tested individually and 
be out of class five to ten minutes. 

Your cooperation and help are appreciated. Please call if you have any questions, 



CC:lg 
Enclosures 



Approved : 



Approved: 



^2 





Director, Office of Resea£6h and Evaluation 




AsiTilTant~S 



cc: Anita Uphaus 
Timy Baranoff 
Lee Laws 



Ambrosio Melendrez 

Principals with Chapter 1 and Migrant 
Early Childhood Teachers 
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picture vocmmary PE sun s 



NAME" 



Chapter i »nd migrant 



U/01/P2 



STANDARD 
SCHRF 




PijSSlPLV 
LAtlf. INVALID 

SPAN 

SMI , 

m 

ENG 

m 

ENG 
ENG 
ENG 
ENG 
ENG 
ENG 
ENG 
ENG 
ENG 



T 

5"' TDm SnTS 10 iL STUDENTS WITH VALID SCORES- I? 

CLASS AVERAGES 71,00 

CHAPTER ! PROGRAM AVERAGE H,T> 

ggf" ^ " W! im»iti.m.o« S .io< 

MIGRANT PROGRAM AVERAGE -- 
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Attachment A-3 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

April 11, 1983 



TO: Chapter I and Migrant Program Early Childhood Teachers 

FROM: Catherine Chris tner, Perry Sailor, and Karen Carsrud 

SUBJECT: Early Childhood Achievement PostteSLt 



As in previous years, Early Childhood participants will be administered the 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) as a posttest to measure 
achievement gains. This spring 1 s -testing will be done during the last two 
weeks of April: April 18-29. Makeups will be administered May 2-6. 

A high attendance rate and positive student attitudes on the day of testing 
are important. To help in these areas in the past, teachers have told the 
children- about the testing beforehand, and sent notes home asking parents to 
be sttre^their child gets plenty of sleep and comes to school on the day of 
testing. 

\ : 
We will be calling you very soon to set a date for testing your class. We 
will conduct the testing in the morning, and would like to do it as soon 
after breakfast as possible. As you know, each child is tested individually 
and wiil be out of class from ten to fifteen minutes. 



Your cooperation and help are greatly appreciated, 
at 458-1227 if you have any questions. • 



Please call one of us 



APPROVED: > 



APPROVED : 



PS:sc 




Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education 



cc: Anita Uphaus 
Timy Baranoff 
Lee \ Laws 

Ambrosio Melendrez 

Principals with Chapter 1. and Migrant Program Early Childhood Teachers 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



May 13, 1983 



Attachment A-4 
(Page 1 of 2) 



TO: Chapter 1 and Migrant Program Early Childhood Teachers 

co ^rc 

FROM: Catherine Christner and Karen Carsrud 

SUBJECT: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised Posttest Scores \^ 

Enclosed are. the results from the posttesting of your students. For each 
student posttested you will find a posttest standard score. If the student 
was also pretested he/she will have a pretest score listed and a gain score 
listed. Student's language dominance at the time of pretesting is listed. 
If we felt that for some reason a student did not have a valid score, that 
is also indicated on your printout (these students* results were not used 
in the computation of class or program gains). 

For each class and each program an average pretest score, an average post- 
test score, and an average gain score were computed. These data for your 
class and program are listed. 

Please call if you have questions. 

CC:lg \ 
Enclosure 

cc : Anita Uphaus 

Ambrosio Melendrez 
Lee Laws 
Timy Baranoff 

Principals with Chapter 1 or Migrant Early Childhood Teachers 



APPROVED : £^2^ 

Director, Research and Evaluation^ 7 



APPROVED: 




Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDht SCHOOL DISTRICT 
UFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



PAGE 



Pr.AlliiDY STANDARD SCORE RCSULIS 85- 

to 



CHAPTER I AND HI GRAN f 



STANDARD SCORES 


LANG 


PRE 


POST 


GAIN 


ui 




104 




ENG 


1)4 


95 


ii 


ENG 


91 


103 


12 


ENG 


41 


77 




ENG 


50 


69 


19 


ENG 


li 


72 


40 


' EiiG 


32 


55 


23 


ENG 


it 


93 


22 


ENG 


69 


1)7 


18 


ENG 


94 


99 


5 


ENG 


33 


80 


47 


ENG 


32 


85 


53 


ENG 


45 


74 


29 


ENG 


69 


74 


5 


ENG 


70 


94 


24 


ENG 


78 


90 


12 


ENG 


94 






ENG 



STUDENTS PRETESTED 16 

STUDENTS PQSTTESIED 16 
STUDENTS WITH BUTH VALID 

CLASS AVERAGES ;52id2 JU1 JLU PRE AND POSTTEST SCURES 15 



STUDENTS PRETES1ED 128 

STUDENTS POSTTESIED 128 

_ _ STUDENTS hITII BOTH VALID 

CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM AVERAGES Jfljfi JLflj PPE AND PUSTIEST SCURES 117 



♦ = POSSIDtY INVALID. GAIN NOT INCLUDED IN CALCULATIONS. 
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0 P 
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Attachment A- 5 
(Page 1 of 2) 



Models Used in Two-Group Analysis of Covariance 



Variables 



U = Unit vectof" : , 

1 = posttest 

2 = pretest 

3 = pretest if group 1; 0, otherwise 

4 = pretest if group 2; 0, otherwise 

5 = pretest squared (variable 2 squared) 

6 ■ variable 3 squared 

7 = variable 4 squared 

8 = i if group 1; 0, otherwise 



Models 



Model 1 l=U+3+4+6+7+8 



Model 2 1 = U + 3 + 4 + 5 + 8 



Model 3 l = U+ 2 + 5 + 8 



Model 4 l=U+2+5 



Model 5 l=U+3+4+8 



Model 6 1 = U + 2 + 8 



Model 7 1 = U + 2 



Comments 

Allows independent curvilinear 
regression lines. 

Requires quadratic component 
of lines to be equal for each 
group. intercepts ipay differ. 

Requires parallel curvilinear 
regression lines. intercepts 
may differ. 

Requires parallel curvilinear 
regression lines with common 
intercept. 

Allows independent (different) 
linear (straight line) regression 
lines. 

Requires common linear slopes; 
atid intercepts may differ. 

\ 

Requires common linear slopes 



f common intercepts 
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Attachment*" A- 5 
(Page 2 of 2) 



FLOW CHART OF MODEL COMPARISONS 
I Model I vi Model 3 1 



(p<.05) 



AC. Lease one regression 

line curvilinear 



(?>.05) 



Regression lines linear 



1 



1 



(Model L vs Model 2 1 (p<.Q5) 



Regression lines have 
different shapes, ?Ioc 
full aodel (Hodei I or 2). 



— - - 



•/» Model 6~| 



Regressioc Lines intersect. 
Plot full taodel (Model 5). 



(p>.05) 



[Model 2 vs Model 3 j { ?< 



(p>.05) 



r 



_ (p-g.QSK-- - [ .Model 6 v; Model 7~| 



[Model 3 vs Model S | -C p< . 0 < 5 ) Regression lines parallel 

but groups differi- 
Plbt full oodel (Model 3 or 6). 



(p>.05) 



Regression lines identical. 
Groups do not differ. 
Plot restricted aodel 
(Model 4 or 7); 



Calculation of F for Model Comparisons 



F = (ESS r - ESSf)/df i 
ESS £ /df 2 



tore 



ESS^ = 



ESS* = 



dfo « 



residual sum of squares for the model with fewer 
predictors (restricted model). 

residual sura of squares for the model with more 
predictors (full model). 

the number of independent predictor vectors in the full 
model minus the number in the restricted model. 

the number of cases minus the number of independent 
predictors in the full model. 



Do 
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Attachment A-6 



r 



r xy * (l-r xx ) 

y 



* 



35 " {—-) (/^) "V - 6 x 2(l-r xx )-6 z 2(l-r zz ) ' 



Where: r a g = corrected correlation between pretest and gain, 
r X y == observed correlation between pretest and gain. 
r X x = reliability of pretest. 
r zz reliability of posttest. 

5x = observed standard deviation of pretest scores. 

<5y = observed standard deviation of gain scores. 

5 Z = observed standard deviation of posttest scores. 



*Thomson, G.H. A formula to correct 'for the effect of errors of measure- 
ment or the correlation of initial values with gains. Jo urnal of 
Exp erimental P sychology, 1924, 7_> 321-324. 
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ECIA Chapter 1 
Appendix B 
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS 
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Inn trument Description; Iowa- Te^ts- of- 3asic Skills. 1978 EdlClorr^ggrj^ 



Brief description of the instrument : 

The I TBS is a standardized multiple-choice achievement_te3t_battery . Level 5 was 
given to kindergarten students to measure skills. in the. areas of listening (spring 
only), language (fall and spring), and math (spring . only) . Levels 7 and ; 8 were , given 
cp grades 1 and 2, respectively, to measure skills In the areas, of word^analysis, 
vocabulary* reading comprehension, spelling, math concepts, math problems, and math 
computation. I TBS levels 9-1* were administered to grades 3-8 with the test level for 
students In grades 4-6. chosen on. the basis of their previous achievement scores (with 
teacher review). Levels 9-14 include subtests in all_ the areas mentioned for levels 7 
and 8, except for word analysis. In addition, levels 9-14 include subtests measuring 
capitalisation, punctuation, usage, visual materials, and reference materials. 



To whom wa s the t 



- administere d? 



All elementary and junior high students, grades K-8. Special education students were 
exempted as per Board Policy 5127 and its supporting administrative regulation. Stu- 
dents of limited English proficiency (LEP) were not exempt, but could be excused afte 
one test on which they could hot function . validly . Scores for students who were mono- 
lingual or dominant in a language other than English were not included in the school 
or District summaries. 

How many ft me 3 was the instrument administered ? 

Once to each student in grades 1-8, twice to students in kindergarten. 
Whe n— was— t h ie instru ment administered ? 

Kindergarten students were tested the week of September 7-10. The elementary schools 
administered the tesw April 19, 20, and 21 to students in grades K-6. Students in 
graces 7 and 8 vere tested on February 15. 16, and 17. Tests were administered in 
the morning: Make-ups were administered the week after the regular testing. 

Where ^as the in strument administered? 



In each AISD elementary and junior high : school, usually in the student's regular 
classroom. 

Who administered -the instrument ? 

Classroom teachers in the elementary schools. In the junior high schools, the 
counselor or principal administered the test over the public address system using 
taped directions provided by ORE. Teachers acted as test proctors in their classroom 
at these schools. 

What training did the administrators have ? 

Building Test Coordinators participated in planning sessions prior to the testing. 
Teacher training was the responsibility of the.Building Test Coordinator, However, 
teacher inservice training was available from ORE upon request. Teachers and coun- 
selors_received written/ instruction^ from- ORE, including a checklist of procedures 
and a script to follow in test admin is cr' tion. 

Were there problems with.the instrument or the administration that might affect 
the validity of the data ? 

No known problems with the instrument. Problems in the administration are documented 
tn the monitors 1 reports which are available at ORE. 

Who developed the Instrument ? 

The University of Iowa. The ITBS is published by the Riverside Publishi-g Company. 

Vhat reliability and validity data are available on the instrument ? 
The reliability of individual subtests and area totals, as summarized byKuder- 
Richardson Formula 20 coef f icients, .ranges from .75 to .97, across test levels.- 
Coefficients for the. total battery range, from_ .96 to .99, across test levels, equi- 
valent-forms reliability coefficients, calculated for grades 3-8, range, from .71 Co 
.92, across subtests and area totals.. The issues of _content_and construct validity 
are'addressed in the publisher's preliminary technical summary, pp. 13-15. 

Are there norm data available for intertrreeing--£h<: 



Norm data are available in the Teacher's Guide. The Teacher's Guide provides empirical 
norms (grade equivalent, percentile, stanine) for tlie_.f all _ and. spring. Interpolated 
norms are available for midyear. National, large city, and school building norms are 
available. ... 
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IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS 



Purpose 

Results of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were used to answer the follow- 
ing decision and evaluation questions from the Chapter 1 Evaluation Design 
for 1982-83. 

Decision Question Dl ; Should the Chapter 1 Reading Improvement 
Program be modified? If so, how? 

Evaluation Question Dl-1 ; Were the objectives of the 
Chapter 1 reading component met? 

Evaluation Question Dl-3 : Did students served in the 
various locations (classroom, lab, or both): 

a) appear to be different in pretest ability, or 

b) differ in achievement gains? 

Evaluation Question Dl-4 : For students who were 
receiving Title I services prior to desegregation 
(in 1979-80) , were there differences in achievement 
between students who attended a Title I/Chapter 1 
school after desegregation versus those who did not? 

Evaluation Question Dl-5 :_ Did retainers served by 
Chapter 1 show greater achievement gains than a 
matched group of retainees who were not served by 
Chapter 1? 

Evaluation Question Bi-6 : Did low-achieving kinder- 
garten students in Chapter 1 schools where kinder-, 
garteners were served by the Chapter 1 program differ 
in achievement gains from kindergarten students in 
Chapter 1 schools that did not serve kindergarten? 

Decision Question D2 : Should Schoolwide Projects be continued, 
expanded, or revised? If so, how? 

Evaluation Question D2-1 : Were the obj ectives of 
Schoolwide Projects met? 

Evaluation Question D2-2 : How did one-year achieve- 
ment gains of students in the Schoolwide Projects 
compare with, the gains made by students in Regular 
Chapter 1 schools for: 

a) low-achieving students, and 

b) higher-achieving students? 
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Evaluation Question D2-^ : How did the achievement 
gains of students in Schoolwide Projects for three 
years compare with gains of students in Regular 
Chapter l/Title I schools for three years? 

Evaluation Question B2-4 : What has happened to the. 
achievement and enrollment patterns of students who 
were in either Schoolwide Projects or Regular 
Chapter l/Title I schools. at the beginning of the 
Schoolwide Projects, and in the same type of school 
in subsequent years? 

Evaluation Question 1X2-7 : Did students in Schoolwide 
Projects for three years differ in achievement gains 
from a group of students in Regular Title I /Chapter 1 
schools, matched for age, sex, ethnicity, low-income 
status, LEP status, and pretest ability? 

Decision Question D3 : Should the Chapter 1 Early Childhood 
Education Program be continued, modified, or discontinued?. 

Evaluation Question D3-3: Does special attention by 
instructional coordinators to first grade classes 
including former E.C. students influence their 
achievement? Can methods which help be identified? 



Procedure 



The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were administered to K-8 students. Classroom 
teachers administered the tests, although a standardized pre-recorded tape 
was played over the public address system in each school. Teachers were 
provided a script of these instructions, in the event the tape was not 
audible for some reason. In addition, time was provided on the tape for 
teachers to answer students 1 questions concerning the instructions. 

A longitudinal data file was built containing demographic and test score 
information or: ail students from the following years and grade levels: 

Grades Year 

K-6 1979-80 

K-7 1980-81 

K-8 1981-82 

K-9 1982-83 

This longitudinal data file (called BIG file) was used to create smaller files 
that could be used to answer specific questions. The file contains information 
about Chapter 1 status, school and teacher codes, and Migrant, SCE, LEP, and 
Special Education status for each year. More details about the smaller files 
are given in "the sections of the appendix dealing with specific evaluation 
and decision questions. 
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Analyses 



The major analyses used in this appendix were a series of regression model 
comparisons; These analyses were conducted using ,l SORE_SP0T ,, on the U.T. 
CDC computer (SPSS package.) Appendix A (Attachment A-5) of this report 
discusses in detail the models and comparisons which were used. Briefly, 
the comparisons test the following hypotheses: 

9 Is the relationship between the pre- and posttest 
linear or_ curvilinear ? 

• If the relationship is curvilinear, is the degree of 
curvilinearlity the same for each group? 

• Are the regression lines for each group parallel or 
do they have different slopes? 

• If the regression lines are parallel, are the lines 
the same, or do they have different intercepts? 

In all analyses, students who were missing either a pretest or posttest score 
were omitted. In addition, students with special circumstances marked on 
either their pre- or posttest scores were omitted. tEP and Special Education, 
students with valid (not for experience only) pre- and posttest scores were 
included. Throughout the report, the dependent variable is the Reading 
Total grade equivalent score for each student unless otherwise noted 
(except at kindergarten, where Language Total grade equivalent was used.) 
Because the Chapter i teacher at Bryker Woods died during the year and the 
position was not filled, those students at Bryker Woods were not included 
in the analyses. > 
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Summary of Results by Topic 

Were the .objectives of the two Chapter 1 components (Regular and Schoolwide 
Projects) met for 1982-83? 

In order to measure the objectives for each component, students were selected 
if: 

o they were served by the same component on both reports, and 
o they had both pre- arid posttest scores. 

Then, gains in achievement were measured for each student on the ITBS Reading 
Total percentile score. (The exception was grade K, where a Language Total 
percentile score was used v and grade 1, where gains were not measured, but 
posttest achievement levels were tallied,) 

Attachment B-l contains the computer output for these analyses. The results 
indicate that the Regular Chapter 1 program exceeded its objectives at every 
grade level, except grade t\ where the objectives were met or close to ^ 
being met. This is encouraging since objectives are based on last year s 
program results. The results indicate that gains this year were even greater 
than last year's (which were generally greater than for the previous year.) 

For Schoolwide Projects, both Allison and Becker failed to meet their objec- 
tives at grade K, and exceeded their objectives at grades 1 -3, Becker also 
exceeded its objectives at grades 4 and 5 and, failed to meet its objectives 
at grade ff, (Gains for Allison arid Becker combined are also included in 
Attachment B-l, but were not computed last year.) Figure B-l summarizes this 
information. 













Objectives Met or Exceeded? 


Grade 


Regular Chapter L — \ 


Allison 


Becker 


K 


Yes 


No . 


No 


1 


Yas 


Yes 


Yes 


2 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


3 




Yei 


Yes 


4 






Yes 


5 


Yes 




Yes 


.,6 






No 



Figure B-l. SCI- MARY Of" 1S6TIVES MET /NOT MET B7 
1TPF OF sen.'">b- 



It should be noted thai :,vr ■> •. : / .-.-ker's ^-ndergarten clc^v? has 23 
students per class, while *&.}': 7 '-th-graac classes had SO-ill students. 

Thus, the Schoolwide French iMtlvt\cta»-6 sizes was -:.ot imple- 

mented at those grades _ and t& -vsvlt* ■- 'Id }0t be considered indicate 
a failure of tte Schoolwide P/pJ??:':- ; 1 ; ' ■ . hi:f '. . V9-? ner . . «L %nd ' lcatl ' or }...?A 
practical difficulties in irnptem&itetion. 
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Does serving kindergarten students with Chapter 1 help? 

Low-achieving kindergartners 30th %ile) in two types of Regular Chapter 1 
schools were compared: students in schools where the Chapter 1 program did. 
hot serve kindergarten, and schools where there was a kindergarten. Chapter 1 
program. Because the quest^on^to be answered concerned the overall effect 
on the student population Of placing the Chapter 1 program at this grade 
level, all low-achieving students in the two types of schools were compared. 
(In general, schools with a grade configuration of K, 4-6 were less likely 
to serve kindergarten students.) 

Teh Regular Chapter 1 schools were considered to have served kindergarten:— 
(schools 102, 105, 109, 111, 116, 122, 135, 139, 141, and 145.) Three schools 
served three or fewer kindergartners, and these school were considered to 
have not served kindergarten. As in all analyses, students must have had 
both a pre- and posttest score, with no "special circumstances 1 ' for the 
testing. The dependent variable in each case was the spring Language 
Total grade equivalent score, and the pretest was the fall, 1982 Language 
Total grade equivalent score. 

The results indicated no statistically significant difference between 
kindergarten students in the two types or' school's. Attachment 3-2 contain 
the F-tests for these comparisons. However, e tier e was s nonsignificant 
trend for gains to be greater in schools where kindergarten students were, 
served, suggesting a heed for amore in-depth look at this question in 
future evaluations, so that guidance can be provided to school and project 
staff on this question. 



Schools Serving 
Kindergarten 


- -.507* - 


.317 


.824 


243 


Schools Not 

Serving Kindergarten — 


-.484 


.251 


.705 


236 



Figure B-2. MEAN LANGUAGE TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR 
LOW- ACHIEVING KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS IN TWO 
TYPES OF SCHOOLS. 



*(A grade equivalent of P. 493 corresponds to a -.507 computationally.) 



8-7 



82.37 



Does the location in which Chapter 1 service occurs affect achievement gains? 



_ ...parisons were made of achievement gains of three groups of Regular 
Chapter 1 students: students served in the reading lab, students, served 
in their regular classroom, arid students receiving service in both locations . 

To be included, students must have been. served in the same way on both fall 

and spring service reports. At grades 2 and 4, there were not enough students 
served in both the classroom and lab jr this group, to' be included (see 
Appendix C.) Thus, at those grade levels, the comparisons were between 
students served only in the classroom or only in the lab. 



The results of the regression comparisons indicated that there were signifi- 
cant differences between groups at grades 1, 4, and 5. Attachment B-3 contains 
the F- tests for the regression analyses. At grade 4, the significant 
difference was between students served in the lab and the classroom, since no 
comparisons were made to students served in both locations. Figure B-4 
shows the regression lines for the two groups, and indicates that extremely 
low-achieving students gained, more when served in the lab, while there was 
not much difference between the groups when comparing scores of students with 
less extreme pretests. At grade 1 and 5, differences were found only between 
students served in both class and lab, versus the other two groups. The plots 
in Figures B-3 and B-5 show the regression lines for all three groups. The 
lines indicate that fifth graders served in the lab or the class gained 
more than students served in both locations.. First graders served in both 
locations gained less if they had extremely low pretest scores, and more if 
they did not, when compared with students seirved in other ways. Attachment B-3 
has the F- tests from the regressions. 

These results do not provid -uch conclusive evidence for the benefits of any 
particular location of ser. , perhaps because the definitions of the 
locations have some problems associated with them, as discussed in Appendix C. 
More detailed "process" data are needed if this type of analysis is to be 
useful. 
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Were, the enrollment and achievement _ patterns over the last thv~r years 
different for the _students in Schoolwide F^of-ovs versus Regular Title 1/ 
Chapter 1 schools? 

Figures B-6 through B-7 show the initial achievement levels for two cohorts 
of students: K-l students in Schoolwide Project schools in 1980-81, and 
K-l students in Regular Title I schools that year. The figures show the 
initial achievement levels of these students, and their achievement levels 
at the end of the 1982-83 year; In addition, the figures show the percentag 
of students who were still in the same type of school after three years. 

The results suggest that Schoolwide Projects were better able to raise 
achievement. levels of the students remaining in the projects than were the 
Regular Title I/Chapter 1 schools.. In both grades K and 1, the Schoolwide 
Projects had a larger percentage of students below the 30th percentile in 
1980-81 and a lower percentage (of those students remaining) below the 
30th percentile in 1982-83. However, this information must be interpreted 
with caution, because a gre iter percentage of the Regular Title I/Chapter 1 
cohort was no longer in a Title 1 school. This greater percentage of 
"turnover" may be related to the lower achievement gains of the Regular 
Title I /Chapter 1 schools 1 students. On the other hand, the lower turnover 
in the Schoolwide Projects cohort might have resulted from positive aspects 
of the projects! _The data must be considered in the context of other 
analyses and results presented in this report. 
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Schddlwide Projects Cohort 



Number 

of Students : 



< 30%±le 

> 30%ile 

No scores 
or inactive 

Not on Grade 
Level 



TOTAL 



Grade K, 
Fall, 


Boehm, 
1980 


Grade 2, ITSS Reading 


Total, Spring 1983 


_ _ Remaining 


in SWP 


Not in SWP 


134 


(68%) 


22 


(17%) 


10 


31 


(16%) 


67 


(52%) 


8 


32 


(16%) 


10 


( pi. ) 


42 




30 


423%) 


8 


197 




129 




68 



(65% of original 197) 



Regular Title I/Chapter 1 Cohort 



Number 


Grade K, Boehin, 


Grade 2. ITBS Reading Total, Spring. 1983 


of Students: 


Fall, 1980 RT1 


Remaining in RT1 


Not in RT1 


< 30%ile 


734 (62%) 


154 (23%) 


78 


> 30%ile 


220 (19%) 


248 (38%) 


134 


No scores 
or inactive 

Not on Grade 
Level - 

TOTAL 


217 (19%) v 


86 (13%) 
172 (26%) 


204 
95 


1171 


660 

(56% of original 1171) 


511 



RTl « Regular Tit] : I/Chapter 1 
SWP — Schoolwide Projects 



Figure B-6. ACHIEVEMENT/ ENROLLMENT PATTERNS FOR KINDERGARTNERS IN 1980-81, 
ACROSS THREE SUBSEQUENT YEARS - 
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Schoolwide Projects Cohort 



Number 


Grade 1, MRT, 


Grade 3, ITBS Reading 


Total, Spring 1983 


of Students: 


Fall, 1980 


Remaining in SWP 


Not in bWF 


< 30%ile 


102 (45%) 


33 (21%) 


6 


> -*0%ile 


92 


72 


15 


No Scores 
or inactive 


33 


29 


40 


Not on Grade 








Level 




25 (16%) 


7 : 



TOTAL 227 159 

(70% of original sample) 



Regular Title I/Chapter 1 Cohort 



Number of 
Students : 

< 30%ile 

> 30%ile 

No Scores 
or Inactive 

Not on Grade 
Level 

TOTAL 



Grade 


1, MRT, 
1980 RT1 


Grade 3. ITBS Reading Total, Spring 1983 


Fall, 


Remaining 


in RT1 


Not in RTl 


495 


(44%) 


152 


(22%) 


54 


433 




264 




118 


199 




111 




232 




149 


(22%) 


47 



1127 



676 

(60% of original sample) 



451 



£fi — Regular Title I/Chapter 1 
SWP — Schoolwide Projects 



Figure B-7. ACHIEVEMENT/ ENROLLMENT PATTERNS FOR FIRST-GRADERS IN 193C-81, 
ACROSS THREE SUBSEQUENT YEARS . 
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Does serving retainees with the Chapter 1 program enhance their reading 
achievement gains? 

Figure B-8 shows the number of retainees in Chapter 1 .schools* and whether or 
not they were served by Chapter 1. It should be noted. that "retainees" at 
grade K are actually first graders who received their instruction in kinder- 
garten, since kindergartners cannot actually be retained at a grade level 

that is optional anyway. There, were insufficient numbers of retained 

students at grades '5 and 6 in Chapter 1 schools for comparison. However, 
regression analyses were performed bri reading scores at grades K-4 to determine 
if Chapter 1 service was helpful. Attachment B-4 contains the F-tests for 
these analyses. No significant differences were found between the two groups 
at grades 1-4. At grade K, students who were not served gained more than 
students who were served by Chapter 1, as shown in Figure B-9. However, 
it is difficult to interpret this finding, because students who were retained 
at grade K and not served by Chapter 1 may have been retained partially for 
reasons of emotional maturity rather than academic problems, or they may 
have attended a paired school where kindergartners were not served. 





Retainees in Chapter 1 Schools 


Grade 


Not Served by 
Chapter 1 


Served by 
Chapter 1 


K 


295 


38 


1 

V 


177 


125 


2 


69 


63 


3 


41 


48 


4 


41 


38 


5 


19 


26 


6 


- 16 


7 



TOTAL 658 345 



Figure B-8. FREQUENCIES OF RETAINEES IN 

CHAPTT;* i__.f CH.gOLS WHO WERE _ SERVED 
AND NOT SERVED BY CHAPTER 1 
(Regular Chapter 1 Students Only.) 
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Figure B-9; REGRESSION LINE FOR RETAINERS AT GRADE K WHO WERE SERVED OR NOT SERVED 
BY CHAPTER 1. 
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What has happened to the achievement of stents who were. served by Title I 
prior to desegregation when they were reassigned to schools without 
Chapter 1 services? 

Students who were served by Title I in 1979-80 were followed to determine- 
their achievement levels three years after desegregation (in the spring of^ 
1983 O Two groups of students were compared on their reading achievement 



gains : 



1979-80 Title I students in grades K- 3 who remained in a Regular 
Title I/Chapter 1 school for all of the following three years, and 



1979-80 Title 1 students in grades K-3 who were .reassigned 
to non-Title 1/Chapter 1 school for all of the following 
three years- 
Attachment B-5 has the results of the F-tests/ that resulted from the. 
regression analyses, and Figures B-10 through B-12 show the results of the 
significant comparisons. There was a significant difterence between the 
1983 reading scores for the two groups of /students who were in grades 1, Z, 
and 3 in 1980-81. No significant difference in 1983 scores was found between 
the two groups of 1980-81 grade 4 students. Ail of the significant^ differences 
indicated greater gains for students wh6 were reassigned to non-Title l/Lnapter 
schools- Perhaps this is because these non-Title I/Chapter 1 schools have 
a higher average SES level,' which the research literature suggests facili- 
tates achievement gains of ail students, even the low-income, low- achiever. 
In addition, t* -se students may have benefited from the SCE program on their 
new campuses. In any event, the former Title I students do not appear to have 
be - detrimentally affected by the desegregation plan. 
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did i9Si-3o dcnievemeni gains of _5cho'olvide Protects students and student's 
in Regular Chzpier 1 schools compare? 

Gains of the two groups of students were compared in reading , math , and 
language across gra ies K-6 using the regression analyses describedeariier . 
Students in Regular Chapter 1 schools were included if they resided in a 
traditionally Title I area. (Attachment B-6 has the area codes that were 
included.) Of the 19 comparisons made — 6 grade levels of reading and math, 
7 grade levels of language — 14 yielded significant group differences, 
as summarized below. (Attachment B-7 contains F caicv :1c c ions . ) 

Language 

there were significant differences between Schoo l.wide Project students and 
Regular, Chapter 1 students in language at grades 2, 3, 4, and 6. At grades 
2-4, Schoolwide Project students made, greater gains than Regular Chapter 1 
students with the same pretest scores. At _§ ra ^?_<5 , Schoolwide Project 
students gained more if they were no more than one year behind grade level 
on the pretest. For students more than one year behind grade level on the 
pretest, Regular Chapter I students gained more. Figures B-13 through B-16 
illustrate these results. 

Math 

Although the Regular Chapter 1 program is a reading program, the scheduling 
of supplemental reading instruction can affect instruction in other areas 
for Chapter 1 students, and for other students in their classes. In 
addition, the smaller class size in Schoolwide Projects schools should 
enhance math scores, as well as reading and language. Thus, math scores 
for the students in the two types of programs seemed important to compare. 
Significant: dif f-"ences in achivement gains were found between, the two 
groups ct g .c -4 and 6. All the differences favored Schoolwide Proje-;c^ . 

stud *r <^s she --.a in Figures B-22 through B-26. 

Read ing 

Significant group differences in reading gains were found for grades 1-3 and 
5-6. At gratis 2, there was a -clear advantage for Schoolwide Projects 
students, regardless of the pretest score. However, at grades 1, 3 9 and 
5-6, the advantage for Schoolwide Prr'-ct students is more noticeable at 
higher pretest levels. At giades 3, 5, 6, Schoolwide Project students with 
very low pretest scores gained less than students in Regular Chapter 1 

schools. Nevertheless, Schoolwide Project students, on the average gaineg 

more in reading than Regular Chapter 1 students with the same pretest scores. 
Figure 3-17 through 3-21 illustrate these results. 
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figure fU. REGRESSION LINES FOR LANGUAGE SCORES OF SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT AND REGULAR 
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS, GRADE 2. 
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Fifiurc; B-14; . REGRESSION LINES FOR LANGUAGE SCORES OF SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT AND REGULAR 
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS, GRADE 3, 
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Figure B-1 5. REGRESSION L INE S_FO R _ LANGU AG E SCORES OF SCH00LW1DE PROJECT AND REGULAR 
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS j GRADE 5. 
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Figure B-16. REGRESSION LINES FOR LANGUAGE SCORES OF SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT AND REGULAR . jjj 
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS, GRADE 6, 
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Figure B-17. REGRESSION LINES FOR READING SCORES OF SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT AND REGULAR 
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS ; GRADE 1. 
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Figure Brl8. REGRESSION LINES FOR READING SeOIfflS OF SeHGGtWIUE PROJECT AND REGULAR 
■ :'i CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS, GRADE 2. 
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Figure B-19. REGRESSION LINES FOR READING SCORES OF SCHOOIMDE PROJECT AMD REGULAR 
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS, GRADE 3, 
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Figure B-21. REGRESSION LINES FOR READING SCORES OF SCHOOUJIDE PROJECT AND REGULAR 
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS j GRADE 6, : 
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Figure Br24, REGRESSION LINES FOR 'MATH SCORES OF SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT AND REGULAR 
J; .'CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS, GRADE 3. ■ ' - 
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Figure B-25, REGRESS ION LINES FOR MATH SCORES OF SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT AND REGULAR 
CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS, GRADE 4, 
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How do the achievement gains of students in Schoolwide Projects for atl three 
years compare with the gains of students in Regular Title I schools for all 
three years? 

A matched sample was obtained of Schoolwide Projects and Regular Title 1 
students in grades R- and 1 daring 1980-81 (the first year of Schoolwide ( 
Projects.) The sample included ail Schoolwide Projects students whp were 
in: Schoolwide Projects ail three years, and for whom a match . could be; found. 
The students in Regular Title I schools were selected if they were from a 
traditional Title I area and matched on ethnicity, low-income status* grade, 
sex, pretest score (within 1 raw score point), age (within 4 months), and 
retainee status. Thus, the final N's for the analyses were small", ranging 
from 77 to 102 per analysis, (A few students were omitted on the posttest 
because of missing subtests, but their "match" was not omitted under those 
circumstances.) 

Comparisons of 1983 ITBS reading, language, and math ITBS scores for the 
two cohorts, (grades K an$i i in 1980-81) revealed only one significant 
difference — Schoolwide Projects students in first grade in 1980-81 gained 
significantly more in language across the three years than did comparable 
students in Regular Title I schools. However, other results that_ were * 
nonsignificant also favored Schoolwide Projects students--the_ lack of 
statistical significance being due at least in' part to the somewhat small 

N's usedfor the regression analyses. All of the nonsignificant results 

favored Schoolwide Projects students, although the group differences ±n math 
for. the grades 1-3 cohort were small, with MRT scores as the pretest. A more 
relevant pretest measure might have shown any program effects for math moife 
reliably. Figures B-27 through B-31 illustrate the other results, and : 
Attachment B-8 contains the F statistics, - 
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; Figure B-27. REGRESSION LINES/TOR 1ANGUAGE SCORES OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS AND .REGULAR .. <■ 
CHAPTER 1. SCHOOLS CONSISTENTLY ACROSS THREE YEARS: 1980-81, 1981-82, AND 1982-83 (K-2ND) . 



t lis 



WOOr 



HUTCHED SWP,K IN 1980 



i 

to 
vB 



0] 

6 

cn 

H 
D 
h 

6 
z 

H 

D 
(I 
0-1 
AC 



0) 

GO 




^ 2.510 



03 



.600 1.000 1,(00 



1,600 2.200 2:600 3.000 1 3.400 

Ffltt 1986 BTB6 BIV. It 10 



4,200 4:600 



Figure B-29. REGRESSION LINES FOR READING SCORES OF STUDENTS U 
0 • CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS CONSISTENTLY ACROSS THREE YEARS: 1980-81, 1981-82, AND 1982-83 |%2ND). 
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Figure B-30. REGRESSION LINES FOR READING SCORES OF STUDENTS ... 

CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS CONSISTENTLY 'MOSS THREE YEARS; 1980-81, 1981-82* AND 1932-83 (1ST-3RD). 
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Bgq_ dp gains of Chapter 2 students compare with gains of comparable students 
served by other programs? 

A comparison was made of the 1983 Reading Total achievement scores of three 
groups of students: 

9 students from traditional Title I areas who were served by 

the SCE reading program. 
• students from traditional Title- I areas who were served by 

the Regular Chapter 1 Program. . . 

9 students who were served by the Migrant Program. 

The pretest at grades 1-6 was the 1982 ITBS Reading Total grade equivalent, 
except for first grade where the Language Total score was used. For 
kindergarten where the Language Total score was used for both pre- and 
posttest. At kindergarten, only Chapter 1 and Migrant students were 
compared, because the SCE Program does not serve kindergarten. 

The results of the regression model comparisons indicated no significant 
differences between: the groups at grades K-2, or 4. Figures B-32 through 
B-34 show the results of the statistically significant comparisons at 
grades 3, 5, and 6, and Attachment B-9 gives the F's for the Model comparisons 

Figures B-35 and B-36 are figures that were used in various_ other Chapter 1 
reports and presentations. They are included here for documentation purposes. 
Figure B-35 shows the mean gains of Regular Chapter 1 and Migrant 'Program 
students. These are unadjusted means—they do not control for pretest 
differences between the two groups. Figure B-36 .(requested as a handout 
for a meeting) shows the average advantage for Schoolwide Project students 
(using Model 3) when compared with Regular Chapter 1 Program students. It 
ignores any possible interaction of pretest and group membership-. 



127 



6-42 



CHI, .Mix, bLL t" UIIHUh ;i 



i 

w 




.500 ,700 



1.300 ; 1. 500. ..J.?flJ) _ J. 

SPRING 190? HERDING G.F. 



2:500 



Figure B-32. REGRESSION LIKE FOR READING SCORES OF CHAPTER 1, MIGRANT, AND SCE PROGRM STUDENTS. 
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One-Year Comparisons 



Grade 



Reading 



Math 



Language 



K 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 



N/A 




+.09 




N/A 




+.01 



-.14 
+. 02 




+.04 



age - +.14) (Average = +.26) (Average - +.31) 



*This is significant because the advantage for high achievers was 
much larger than this. 



Three- Year Matched Sample Comparisons 
\\ (1980-81 through 1982-83) 

V - 



Grade* 


Reading 


Math 


. Language 


K (2) 


+.24. 


+.20 


+.30 


1 (3) 


+.23 


+.07 






(Average = +.24) (A 


verage ■ +. 14) 


(Average »-+. 46) 



*This refers to the grade^ in 1 980-8 i, with 1982-83 expected grade 
in parentheses. 
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Indicates statistically significant advantage. 
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Figure B~36. ACHIEVEMENT ADVANTAGE F0R„SCH00LWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS (IN MONTHS) 
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(PCT) 


10- OR MORE POINTS 


1 


%o 


27.4 


27.4 


27.4 


7 TO 9 POINTS 


2 


6 


4.1 


4*1 


31.5 


4 TO 6 POINTS 




5 


3.4 


3.4 


34.9 


I TO 3 POINTS 


4 


*■ 


2.7 


2.7 


37.7 


I POINT OR FEWER 


5 


91 


62.3 


62.3 


100.0 




TOTAL 


146 


10 0*0 


100.0 





VALID CASES 1*6 MISSING CASES 0 



GRADE 2, SWP 



CATEGORY LA BEL 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREO 


RELATIVE 
FREO 

(PCT) 
• 


AOJUSTEO 
FREO . 
(PCt) 


CUM 
FREO 
(PCT) 


10- OR MORE POINTS . 




49 


36.3 


36.8 


36.3 


7 TO 9 POINTS 


2 


4 


3.0 


3.0 


39.8 


* TO 6 POINTS 


3 


13 


9.8 


9.8 


49^6 


1 TO 3 POINTS 


4 


12 


• 

9.0 


9.0 


58.6 


1 POINT OR FEWER 


\ * 


55 




41.4 


100.0 




v TO t A L 


133 


100.0 


100.0 





VALID CASES 133 MISSING CASES 0 



GRADE 3, SWP 



\ _ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

143 



B-59 
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Attachment B-2 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-TWO CROUP CASE 
v (Son* are significant) 

GRADE - < 

TEST • * £ S*rv» 

MUMBEti OF CASES -479 

MODEL t VS MODEL 5— CU RVILIN E A R VS LIM EAR 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 282.05756 ^ _ ^ - ; ^333*3743201 5 

. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 285.13972 

MODEL I VS MODEL 2-COMMOH QUADRATIC PORTION 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - :82.05756 . ^ ^ ^- p .a876l534W750«3 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 282.58686 

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 282.586SS __ ^ . ^ U 2 S 59i03505I73n7 

Sj:t OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 283.33562 

MODEL I VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 282.03756 ^ ^ ^ ^ f „ 1.071 -12945747^9? 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 2?3. 33562 

MODELS VS MODEL 4-SQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 

S'JH OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 283.33562 ^ _ ^ ^ - - z ^ 72Q[l ^ 7 

SUM Or SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 284.55514 

MOi^EL 5 VS MODEL 6— COM MO K LINEAR SLOPES . 

c£JM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 285.13972 ^_ ^. - ■ ^ - ^ ^47495333 1 55:5992 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 285.2**29 

>:odel 5 vs mode:: ; -cbMM0:i linear intercepts 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 285:28320 __ ^ ^ ^ f ^ 2 . 365 4S1 7377SSS09 

* SUM OF SQUARES*, MODEL 7 > 2*^70603 



14 J 

B-60 ' 
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? VALUES fCZ 5P5S ?£5;*SSsic.\ ^SSLLTS-T^Si: Z^CljP C*S* 



Td5T r LCCATIO ALL 3 
SL% OF CASES = 163 



Cl-cL 1 vi \ Ct>£t 5-C^niLlN£.A^ VS LINEAR 
5- : CF ^U^-idi, >..Cl;£l i = 115.2*2^2 
iL"' CF SC^;<1£<, v:Oj;.£L 5 = 116.75223 



t I V5 'v.CDcC 2-CCVVCN eu*DRATIC PONTICS' 
iL CF SCt AI12S, vCScL I = 115.262*2 



CF b^VAKcS, 'ClJEL 2 = !16.?67?5 



CF r 2, 15^ 



■?_'2L 2 VS .;Cu£L 3— PARALLEL Ct'S V ILJS c A: 3, SLOPES 



.* OF S^-lAR^, v:Cl?£L 3 = 117.63732 



OF = 2, -!56 , F = .5307?9C?1253?592 



CC£^ I vi -.'.QUEL. 3-PASALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 



Or 5L;UA^£5. 'COEL I = 115.262*2 
*C SF 5CCA*£5, vC::EL 3 = 117.63732 



DF = ii, 156 



.7932S5S555U191 i 



CF SCARES, MC&£t.3 = 117,63732 



SC y .' CF SILASES, VCD£L t = 117.73152 



DF = 2, i5S 



.06332769226636*95 



: r :£L 5 75 k . CbcL ^-CCvVON LINEAR SLCPES 
2t . CF S^jA.^ES, '-'CL'EL 5 - 116.76*23 



5L\: CF SC^kES, v-CCiL 6 - 117.70972 



OF = 2, 157 



F = .632937272*070591 



.£L 6 75 /.CLcL 7-CC v ' V.TN LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
- CF SC'-'^tS; v.CUcL .« = 117,70972 



CF -:vdS» V-CJ£L 7 ^ 117. $063* 



OF = ?. 159 



F = .065391226293C9526 



15J 



B-61 
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r VALUES rZ* SPSS R£G:ie&!CN ^£5ULTS-Tri^££ OS CU? ~*SE 



SAAOE = J 

TEST - LOCATION ALL 3 
\LVS£3 OF CASES = 339 



/' • , CC£L I VS V.CS5L 5-CU^VILISEAS VS LINEAR 

of scutes, vcp.ii. i = i3i.*c* 

Sl'V OF SCLAXES; V.C3EL 5 = !3<i.0«SO8 



OF = 1-3* 330 F = 3.90*3*211 9*7* .Vj! 



:CEL I VS vCDEL 2-COVVCN ^UACS TIC PORTION 1 

OF SC^ASSS, v.ODcL I = .i3I>0*i _ V 

Dr = 2, 3p0 

5L"! OF SQUARES, vCUcL 2 = I3t.:2">35 



.EL 2 VS '.'OS EL 3— F AR ALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
>i.V CF SO-w^ES, V.CUcC 2 = I34.C2635 



au'-: CF S : TLA.*£S, V.CSEL 3 = I3c;e:iI5 



?F 



33? 



v::0EL i VS VCDEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
Or S^LA-iES, VCCEL- 1 = 131. -04 



OF VODEL 3 ; 13^.42115 



Or = 330 



:UEL3 VS VSCOEL fc-ECO.*t i^.Ci* ATIC INTERCEPTS 
b^! OF SOLARES, vODEL 3 = 13^.^2115 



3LV OF SQUARES, MODEL ^ = 134.75*9' 



OF = 2, 334 



:jcL * vs vc:;el 4-cow.cn* LINEAR SLOPES 

OF S?U*ftS5, V.ODEL 5 =• 136.CS30S 



OF SC«jA»ES f V.QDEL 6 = 136.29677 



DF = 2, 333 



F * ,270S370I2'i7I9967 



•..CCEL ? W S vO'JEL 7-OCVMCN LINEAR IN TE3CEPT5 
OF SQUARES. vC!3£L * = 136.29477 



CF 



335 



iL, »' OF SQCARSS, VCDEL 7 = 136.^7177 



.2I5C6379057992 



B-62 
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7 VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 1 

TEST - LOCATION 1 VS 2 
NUMBER OF CASES - 306 



MODEL t VS MODEL 5^-C U RVILEt EAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 110.32674 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 111.51676 



DF - 2, 300 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— C 0 M M ON Q U AD R ATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 110.32674 



SUM OF SQUARE*, MODEL 2 - 110.70414 



DF « 1, 300 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 

iUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2. - 110.70414 

_ .._ DF - 1, 30L 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 110.79517 



1.617948649620208 



F - 1.02622446743192 



F - .2475068231413976 



MODEL 1\VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 



SUM b? SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 110.32674 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 110.79517 



DF - 2, 300 



F - .6368764272378593 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 110.79517 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 110.84756 



DF - I, 302 



F - .1428020734116813 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 111.51676 



DF - 1, 302 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 111.55081 



r - .0922U25147467262 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 111.55081 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 111.56909 



DF > 1, 303 



F - .049653068408^0844 



82.37 
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F VALUES Fo!r SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO CROUP CASE 



GRADE - 1 

TEST » LOCATION 1 VS 3 
NUMBER OF CASES - 226 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CUR VILIN EAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 95.32622 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 98.99343 



DF - 2, 220 



F - 4-231711904657504 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 95.32622 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 97.84478 



DF - I, 220 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODE- 2 - 97.84478 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 98.01632 



F - 5.812495240029455 



DF - I, 221 F - .3874538835899069 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 95.32622 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 98.01632 



DF - 2, 220 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 98.01632 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - -98.32406 



DF - I, 222 



F - 3.104193159028023 
p <. .O ST 



F - .6970092327481809 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR .SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 98.99343 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 99.14313 



DF - 1, 222 



F - .3357131882388582 



'MODEL* 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 99.14313 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7:-' 99.32423 



DF * 1, 223 



1 - .4073434034208902 



15 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO CROUP CASE 



GRADE - 1 

TEST - LOCATION 2_VS 3 
NUMBER OF CASES » 146 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILINE A R V5 LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1> 57.15504 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 61.62597- 



DF - 2, 140 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PO RTION 
. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 » 57.15504 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 58.30968 



DF - 1, 140 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 58.30968 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 58.92208 



DF - 1, 141 



V 

\ 

5.47572182610667> 
p<.ol. \ 



F 2.828265013899O38 \ 



F - 1.430858752783412 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 57.15504 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 53.92208 



DF - 2, 140 



F - 2.164162600533566 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 58.92208 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 59.0775 



DF' - 1, 142 



F - .3745563632512663 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 61.62597 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 61.85394 



DF - 1, 142 



F - .5252938006493042 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 61.85394 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 61.93872 



DF - 1, 143 



F - .19.60027121958588 



B-65 
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? VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASEv 



GRADE * 2 

TEST « LOCATION 1 VS 2 
NUMBER OF CASES - 236 



I- 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— C U RVILIlf E A R VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 70.93755 
SUM Of SQUARES, MODEL 5 • 71.58764 



DF - Z, 230 



1.054053253958235 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 70.93745 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 71.40976 



OF - 1, 230 



1.531367422990249 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 -• 71.40976 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 -_71. 78525 



DF » I ( 231 F - 1.21465455142266 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 70.93745 
SUM OF SQUARES", MODEL 3 - 71.78525 



- 2, 230- 



1.374408017203885 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTER 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 71.78525 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 71.78529 



DF ■ i, 235 



■' - 1.292744679451669 V-04 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SCOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 71.587*4 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 71-81712 



DF ■« 1, 



F - .7436948612916997 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 • 71.81712 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 71.81818 



DF - 1, 233 



F - 3.439012870471127D-O3 



- * *~ ^ 
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VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION HSSCLTS— TH Kct GROUP CASE 



GRAOS • 3 

TEST -\i..a.C ATIO.V ALL .1 . 
.NUM8E OF CASKS - 25 1 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— C l? R VILIS' E A R VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - ' 101.22223 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 10 3.07489 



DF - 3, 2*2 



V, CD£L 1 VS- MODEL 2 — COM VON QUADRATIC PORTION 
5 I'M OF SQUARES, MODE- 1 - 101.22223 



D F ■ 2, 242 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 102.77394 



t.A7*43165t646l52 



t. 8548979 80413936 



vJoir. : 73 morel i— ?A •> all-:l c:j a villus a r slopes 

ih ! 0? SQUARES, MODEL 2 » 1^2.77394 



DF - 2, 24 



SUM OF SQUARES, MO J EL 3 - 103.111-3^ 



:a00*977373O578tl 



: o d s l i "vj model '—parallel linear slopes 

3 i ' V :'„' r ' .S'J U A -\ £ i . MODEL : » .101.22221 



DF 



?UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 101.11166 



i. 129 302476343339 



IOCEL3 <*i MODEL A— EQ'JAL QUADRATIC ItfTERCTPTS 
S:"i Or S^A^S^'^fODEL 1 « 103.11166 



SUM OF SQUARES- MODEL i « 103.9664') 



DF « 2, 246 



F - ■ 1.019639383983596 



1 0 I E *. 5 V S MODEL 5— C M M O N 1 I? *. A s, SL 0 P ES 
SUM OF SQUARES, 'i.'^SL Z '■ 103.T7489 



DF ■ 2, .245 



SUM OF S^UAR^S. 'xCT'./l 6 » L -\1 :M3f)58 

\ 

\ : 
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— C M 0 N L"N E ~ \ £N I - R C S P TS 

SUM OF SQUARES, M ? 0 S I. i « !;.» • JSo 

or » ; f 

*VM OF SQUARES, a . : D*.L ' * 0 '< >2'. 



F - .24445.35715730579 



F » .938250346773*073 



D ij 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TW 0 CROUP CASE 



GRADE - 4 

TEST - LOCATION I VS 2 
NUMBER OF CASES - 192 



C jriscrW'C-'*"* Cases 4br 4hceo. -^roup 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5*— CU RVILIN EAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 61.01008 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 65.50663 



DF - 2, 186 



F - 6.85426325272642 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 61.01008 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 62.96348 



DF » l f 186 



F -* 5.955284766058314 
2> <.o3l$ 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 52.96348 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 64.40976 



DF - 1, 187 



F - 4.2954163270518' 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 61.01008 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 64.40976 



DF - 2, 186 



5.182262340911535 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 64.40976 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 65.4632 



DF - 1, 188 



3.074793633759848 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LIN EAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 65.50663 



•DF « 1, 188 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 66.07523 



? - 1.631847035941243 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 66.07523 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 



67.42497 



DF ■ 1, 189 



F - 3.860763859618798 
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F VALUES' FOR SPSS 1EG KESStON RESULTS— TK UBS GROUP CASS 



GHA Jr. ■ 3 

TEST ■ LOCATIC- ALL 3 
N0M3ER OF CASES » 240- 



!ODEL t VS MODEL 5— C 'J R VILIN E A R VS LIS E A R 
SUM OF SQ'JAiES, MODEL 1 - 79.7433? 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 * SI .42125 



DF - 3, 211 



r « 1.6152077*037(1239 



M 0 D £ 1 t VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
"* $j:< OF SQL'ARES, MODEL 1 - 79.74*39 



3F SQUARES, MODEL 2 - FP.39S4* 



DF - 2, 231 



F - 1.2111.39632951593 



::? f ;L : vs mo- ; el 3— parallel curvilinear slopes 

zn* o e SO DARES, MODEL 2 ^.593^? 

DF - 2, 233 



SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 30.65553 



.OS2534434W5714* 



OOELM VS 0 0 E L 3-PA3AL Mr: E A R SLOPES 

*"M-OF SitfSRES, MOHEL I * 79; 74^19 
>;*• OF SQUARES, MO : J=: " - 3:). 55 55* 



231 



.656943^209734:4 



!OPEL3 VS MODEL 4 — E 7 U A L QUADRATIC ISTE3CEPTS 
>i.'M OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 -* 30*6555-* 



3-jM Or SQUARES, MODEL 4 * f 3. 74443 



DF 



2, 135 r - 4.49Q9459429d37 32 

p <,o3 5 



v ^0-:'. 5 MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
iJM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - SI. 42 125 



DF - 2, 23- 



SUM 2F SQUARES, MODEL 6 31.61579 



F « .2795453979919246 



M.OvE!- 6 vs MODEL 7— com von LPJEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL A - SI .61579 



DF 



SUM OF SQL' A RES, MODEL 7 * B4.4961? 



236 F * 4.1S44'*9550754S2? 

3> <-o*5 



B-69 
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P 7 AL OSS FOR SPSS * RE G RESSIO N RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASK 



GRADE - 5 

TEST - LOCATION 1 VS> 3 
HU M BE R 0? CASES - 136 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5*— CU RVILIN E A R VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 41.6895 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 43.0481 



DF - 2, 130 



F - 2,118255196152509 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 41.6895 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 42.31271 



DP - 1, 130 



F - 1.94335024406625 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 42.31271 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 42.31462 



DF 



1, 131; F - 5.913^53221761312^-03^ 



MODEL I VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I ' - 41.6895 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 42.31462 



DF - 2, 130 



F - .97465309010662 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MO^EL 3 - 42.31462 
SUM OF SQUARES, h ; DEL 4 - 45.36818 



DF - 1, 132 



F - 9.525547434905477 

p<.<M 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— C 0 M H 0 N LINE A R SLO PES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 43.0481 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 43.24225 



DF - 1, 132 



F - .5953294105895486 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, ttODEL 6 - 43.24225 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 45.83912 



DFv - 1, 133 



F - 7.98718.17493308O5 
p<.Ol 



15 j 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TWO GROUP jCASi 



GRADE - 5 

TEST - :LOCA_TIOH i V$_2. 
NUMBER OF CASES - 2J 5 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— C U RVILIN EAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODF!, I - 73.71955 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODCu 5 - 75.34542 



DF - 2, 209 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 73.71955 
SUE OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 74.35266 



DF - I, 209 



F « 2.3047266973Z79I5 



I- 794910440988857 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 " 74.35266 
SUH OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 74.37147 



DF - 1, 210 F -\ .05312654584247117 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, XODEL I - 73.71955 



SUM OF SQUARES, KODEL 3 - 74.37147 



DF - 2, 209 



F - .9241190430489588 



MODELi VS MODEL 5 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
i\JH OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 74.37147 
:.7Jf OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 74.3774 



DF - I, 7.11 



? - .01682405901080391 



; . 3 VS MODEL 6 — CO M M 0 N LJ2I E A k SLO PES 
SJM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 71.34542 
iUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - ?5,53S* 



1, 211 



? ,16648234225782596 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON INTERCEPTS 

SUM OF SQUARE': MODEL 6 - 75.36916 

_ _ _ — . . _ . _ "*? ■ 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 « 75.36901 



F 5 2U096161S7846363D-O^ 



e-7: 



- • V- 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS RE G SESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 5 

TEST - LOCATION 2 VS 3 
NUMBER OF CASES - 129 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-— CURVILIN EAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 44.08774 
; SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 44-44898 



DF - 2, 123 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I ■ 44.08774 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 44.^2192 



DF 



1, 123 



F - , .5039101573362578 



F - ^.3743476077476407 

./ 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 • 54.22192 



SUM 0? SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 44.27258 



DF - t, 124 



F - .1420526291033965 

/ : 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-PARAI-ZL LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 44.08774 D? m 2 n2 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 44.27258 

MODSL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS / 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 44.27258 " - " /-- 

i DF ■ 1 1 125 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 46.96406 

' . f 

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-COHMON LINEAR SLOPES 

/SUM DF SQUARES; MODEL 5 - 44.44898 

' DF - I, 125 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 44.56861 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINE A R INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 44-56861 

DF * i» 126 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 47-20706 



F - .2578417492023401 



F - 7.599173122506071 



F - .336425042824377 



7.459166888983075 



82.37 



Attachment B-3 
(Page 13 Of 13) 



T V-\L"E? fO ' cpcj jTiC * EsstON' ilESULTS— TH SEE GRO'.'? C a: 



C •< A JE - S 

TEST - LOCATION ALL _i 
:.U 'I BE* Or CASES - 224 



! 0 0 E L I 75 MODE L 5— C U K VILi>? E.U VS UN EAR 
OF SQUARES, MODrf. I * 70,27759 
SVM OF SQUARES; MOCfu : • 31.18517 



0 U £ L I V»j J* 0 D E f. 2— C .:• M M ■ » :j U A C 1 ■'. T£C P 0 R TIO-M 
S'JM OF SQUARES, tO:;"-; 1 - ;<#.*?7*9 



c'J M OF 5 7U A * SS; M 0 "*f 



2, 215 



'MjEL 7 VS * 1 0 D £ L 1— FUAL!. r L C RATLINE A R SLOPES 
5 J" *"* OF S V A 7 \ o , ". ."' D £ t". T * ; 9 . =4 3 1 ? 



DF 



.S72:$41->3673347! 



:-*Cr.£L i VS MOD£L 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
i': M *>F GLARES, M 0 l £ L i * 79.27759 



DF - 4, 215 



F - ..^i^5520l002«55^6 



O £ L 1 "i M J D E L 4— E ^ 'J \ L 0 C" A D R A TIC TN TE R C E ? ?S 
if'M OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - S0.4o5 



ol ? M OF t' A RES, MODEL 4 - 31.3535 



DF - 2, 219 



i. 105200969124631 



lODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
3 CM OF SOL A rt SS, MODEL 5 - 2i.?35l7 



DF 



>L\M OF SQCARES, M 0 D £ L 



213 



?2.4243 



.1.3921^721235^734 



■;DEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
5C-I 3F S^JARES, MODEL <S - 32.424.? 



DF 



SmM OF SQUARES, MODEL ? - *3.2t541 



220 



e - KC5n.)gaI3972493 



B-73' 



82.37 
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// 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-^/v 0 CROUP CASE 



0 RnDE - K 

TEST • DETAIN EES 

MUMBER OF CASES - 293 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5 — C U RVILIN EAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 214.46255 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 229.84913 



DF - 2,/287 



F « 10.29538364623567 

p<.ol 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORT: 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 214.46255 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 



DF - 1, 287^ 



214.83184 



T49*I945808254161 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 214.83184 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 214.93297 



DF « 1, 288 



.1355731999502512 



MODEL 1 \VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 214.46255 



SUM OF SQ PARES, MODEL 3 - 214.93297 



DF - 2, 287 



\ 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 — E Q U AL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 214.93297 __ 



SJM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 2i5;.?S729 



DF - I, 289 



F - ,3l47'fc8388961155 



F - -4495284273976231 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 229.84913 



DF - I, ?«9 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 



229.93999 



F * .1142425033325201 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 229.93999 



DF - 1, 290 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 



233.40468 



F * 4.36966227^796386 

p <.o5 



B-74 



82.37 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— WO GROUP CASE 



JRADE - 1 

TEST - RETAINEES 

NUMBER OF CASES - 180 



;MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
' SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 8SH7002 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 88.44191 



DF - 2, 174 



.2682820078752401 



MODEL t VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 88.17002 
SUM OF SQUARES > MODEL 2 - 88.3601 



DF - 1, 174 



F - .3751152602664716 



MODEL : c TODE" 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF STtfARiii, MODEL 2 ■ 88.3601 
SUM OF SQiL>i:b, MOOf.L 3 - 88.55518 



DF « 1, 175 



.3863621 702551403 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 88.17002 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 88.55518 



DF - 2> 174 



F - .3800489100490175 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 —EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 88.55518 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 88.86972 



DF - 1, 176 



F - .6251361015809561 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 88.44191 
SUM OF SQUARES, MCDEl/ 6 * 88.67393 



DF - 1, 176 



F - .4617213716890562 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MOP EL 6 « 88.67393 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 88.96078 



DF - 1, 177 



F - ' .5725747127707083 



16, 

B-75 



82,37 



Attachment B-4 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE "2 
TEST_- RETAINEES 
NUM3EK OF CASES ■ 



84 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL I - 19.80247 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 21.39192 



DF - 2, 78 



3. 130344345932602 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 19.80247 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 20.43399 



OF - 1, 78 F - 2.48749575179258 



MODEL Z VS SO DEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, TODEL 2 - 20.43399 
SUM OF SQUA££S, >£.'DEL 3 - 20.56604 



DF - 1, 79 f m .5105194824897127 



MOD?;;, t VS MODEL 3 — FAJVU.LEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 19.80247 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 20.56604 



DF - 2, 78 



F - 1.503813918162734 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 20.56604 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 20.58569 

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 21.39192 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - f 21.46441 



MODEL 6 VS ' — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 21.46441 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 21.46443 



DF - 1, 80 



DF - 1, 80 



DF 



F - .07643668883265963 



F - .2710930108190388 



F - 7. 54737726 2988555D--05 



82.37 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— WO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 3 

TEST • SETAINEES 
NUMBER OF CASES *» 53 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 - 18.07603 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 18.3204 



DF - 2, 47 



F - .3176966955666025 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2— -COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL I - 18.07603 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 2 - 18.29377 



DF ■ I , '47 



F - .5661519703164911 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— 'PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 18.29377 
SUM CP SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 18.33049 



DF - 1, 48 F - .09634755438600217 



MODEL 1 VS MOLuO 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 " Ii3.d7603 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 18.33049 



DF - 2, 47 



F - .3308143436362967 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 ■ 18.33049 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 19.02793 



DF - 1, 49 



F i 1.864356053766156 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 18.3204 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 18.33126 



DF - 1, 49 



F * .02904630903255174 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 18.33126 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 19.04657 



DF - 1, 50 



F - 1.951066102384671 



16 



B-77 



82.37 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— WO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 4 

TEST " RETADJEES 

NUMBER OF CASES - 



55 



MODEL i VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 " 29.54656 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 29.7571 



DF - 2, 49 



.1745797141866934 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 »■ 29.54656 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 29.74663 



DF - 1, 49 



.3317959857255806 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 29.74663 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - '29.91327 



DF - 1, 50 F - .280098955747254 



MODEL 1 VS >©DEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 - 29.54656 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 29.91327 



DF - 2, 49 



.3040758382701734 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 — EQPSL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 29.91327 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 29-9886 



DF - 1, 51 



.1284322977728631 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 29.7571 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 30.17334 



DF - 1, 51 



F - 



.7133840327182431 



MODEL 6^S MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 30.17334 
;JM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 30.19005 



DF - 1, 52 



.028797607424302 



82.37 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TWO" CROUP CASE 



GRADE - 5 

TEST - RETAINEES 

NUMBER OF CASES ■ 



37 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 10.57715 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 11.43439 



DF - 2, 31 



1.329490458204715 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 10.57715 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 11.34162 



DF - 1, 31 



2.24054400287412 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 11 .34162 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 11.60663 



DF - 1. 32 F .7477168164688988 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQ CARES , MODEL I " 10.57715 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 11.60663 



DF - 2, 31 



1.508623778617113 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4~ EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 11.60663 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 4 - 11*. 95905 



DF - 1, 33 



1.002001442279112 



MODEL 5 VS. MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 11 .48439 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 11.83806 



DF - 1 , 33 



1,016258591009187 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 11 .83806 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 12.10543 



DF - 1, 34 



.7680549008874771 



163 



B-79 



82.37 
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F VALUES FOR_ SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS^TVO GROUP CAS£ 



GRADE - 1-3 

TEST - FORMER TITLE I 

NUMBER OF CASES - 374 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
, SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - .257-34373 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 262.43347 



DF - 2, 368 



F - 3.63914893L27569 

p<.©5 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 - 257.34373 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 2 - 257.73623 



DF - 1, 368 



F - .5612726604996336 



MODi-L 2 VS MODEL 3— PARAL7.EL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 257.73623 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 257.87701 



DF - 1, 369 F - .2015542013631526 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, ^ODEL 1 - 257.34373 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 257.87701 



DF - 2, 368 



F - .3812936106894836 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 257.87701 
• SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 264.42562 



DP - 1, 370 



F - 9.3915896516715474 

^ <.ol 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 262.43347 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 « 263.76952 



DF - 1, 370 



F - 1.883671697821166 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— CpMMON LIN?V\P- INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES / MODEL 6 « 263.76952 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 « 269.65604 



DF - 1, 371 



F - , .8.279572711812956 

|> <.o\ 



B-80 



16 j 



82.37 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP 'ASS 
GRADE - 2-4 w 

TEST - FT2 j 
NUMBER OF CASES --237 



MODEL I 7S MODEL S-'-W-tftLlNEtt VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, SDiSL 1 - 153.14125 

DF « 2, 231 F « />. 838537862128678 

SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 169.97558 ^ - ■ 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 163.14125 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 164*16909 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 164.8347 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 169.27378 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOP' S 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 169i97558 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 - 170.1337 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 » 170.1337 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 7 « 174.75323 



DF - lj 231 F - 1*455370974538937 



F - .9406248155484144 



F - 1.198921027024132 



DF - 1, 233 F - 6.274805244284108 



DF - 1, 233 F - .2167485470559902 



DF - 1, 234 F « 6.3536{0217446633 



170 • N 



B-81 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 164.16909 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 164.8347 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 163.14125 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 164.8347 



" DF ■ 1, 232 



DF « 2, 231 



82,37 Attachment B-5 
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P VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO CROUP CASE 



GRADE 3-5 

TEST - FT3 

NUKBER OF CASES » 



196 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OP SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 152.10787 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 155.00454 



DP- - 2,' 190 



1.809134859360006 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 ■ 152.10787 
SUM OP SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 152.25142 



DP - 1, 190 



.1793102487070539 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 « 152. 25142 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 153.56063 



DF - I, 191 



F * 1.642409049452535 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 152.10787 
SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 3 - 153.56063 



DF « 2, 190 



.9073350933878665 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM 0. SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 153.56063 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 155.73654 



DF - 1, 192 



F « 2.720584826983325 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COHMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OP SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 155.00454 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 157.37 



DF - 1, 192 



F - 2.930032371955035 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 » 157.37 
SUM OF SQUARES , "DEL 7 - 160.12897 _ 



DF 



1, 193 



F - 3.38362591345238 



p<.05 



B-82 



82.37 Attachment 5-5 
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GRADE - 4-6 

TEST.? FT4 . .. 
NUMBER OF CASES - 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 

C AJftUt ARE. SfjNte*'**^^ 

386 



MODEL 1 ;'S MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 ™ 291.4560$ 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 291.58248 



DF - 2, 380 



.08239354339790524 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 291.45609 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 291.4606 



DF f 1, 380 



F - 5 . 880 1 3 10 344847 17EMDJ 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES/ 
SUM OF SQUARES, M0D£I 2 «, 291.4606 
SUM OF SQUARES*, MODEL 3 - 291.61502 



DF - 1, 381 



,20X8592564463868 

\ 

i \ 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 « 291.45609 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 291.61502 



DF - 2, 380 



.1036063442695592 



H0DEL3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES , KODEL j « 29i;6I502 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 291.76212 



DF - 1, 382 



F * ,1926930924202762 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 291.58248 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 291.78916 



DF - I, 382 



F - .2707699035964009 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 291.78916 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 291.90971 



DF - 1. 383 



F - .158232*9172201027 



17, 



B-83 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TWO GROUP CASE 



GRACE - K 

TEST_- LANGUAGE 1YR_ _ 
NUMBER OF CASES - 247 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS hi NEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 - 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 152. 35302 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 141. 924*74 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 141 .93703 



DF 



2, 241 



DP ■ 1, 241 



F - 8.854042924440099 
p <.C / 



.0208694410854717 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 141.93703 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 142. 16685 



DF - 1, .242. 



.3918388316283639 



MODEL I VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , . MODEL 1 - 141.92474 
SUM OF SQUARES*, MODEL 3 - 142. 16685 



2M 



.2055614475672139 



MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM Oft SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 142.16685 
SUM OF 93 QUAKES , MODEL 4 - 143.22249 



DF * 1, 243 



F • 1.804362409380246 



MODEL 5 VS MODEl\6-~COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUA.R£s\«ODEL 5 - 152. 35302 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODELS - 153.63109 



DF * 1, 243 



2.0384959:22168132 



"\ V 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LISEAftvtS'TERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 s " 15 3V 631 09 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 15 3||3I654 



DF - 1, 244 



F - .2945354355033203 



82.37 



Attachment B-7 
(Page 2 of 19) 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— WO CROUP CASE 

GRADE - i 

TEST_ ? LANGUAGE 1YR 

NUMBER Of CASES - 422 \ 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 302.05655 ^ ^ ^ p - . 5425 85 5 52 2 7A90 1 1 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 302.64449 j 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 

SUM OF SQUARES, :*ODEL 1 - 302.05655 ^ ^ ^ ? _ , 72559i284148 6085 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 302.5834 

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— P-*.iULLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODS- 2 - 302.5834 
SUM W SQUARES, »!'ODEL 3 - 302.67905 

MODEL 1 VS MOLc'L 3— P;.?ALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 302.05655 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 302.67905 

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 «• 302.67905 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 302.70271 

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 302.84449 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 303.11312 

MODEL ■ ' : MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM o/sQUARES, MODEL 6 « 303.11312 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 30 3.12923 

\ 



B-86. 




DF * i; 417 F - .1318>83680929046 



DF - 2, 416 F - .4286614542872865 



DF - i t 418 F - .03267447813119821 



DF • it 418 F - .370775575279^692 



0F » i t F - .02226921091372102 



82.37 
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F VALUES FOR 6i , REGRESSION RESULTS — TWO GROUP CASE' 

GRADE 2 

TEST. • LANGUAGE ITR 

NUMBER OF CASES - 326 



MODEL . : VS MODEL 5 — CURV I LINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 230.7107 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 234.86725 



0? « 2, 320 ? *• J.03260579I58227I 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 1 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 230.7107 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 230.96968 



DF 



i, 320 



.3592100409733888 



MODEL 2.VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 230.96968 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 231.35461 



DF 



1, 321 



.5349729453666779 



MODF' j MODEL 3— PARALLEL LIS 4 EAR SLOPES 

' SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 230. 7107 

SUM OF SQUARE^ MODEL 3 - 231.35461 

/ 

/ 

MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 231.35461 
SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL 4 » 240.92157 

MODEL^S^VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES . 
.SUM OF aQCARES , MODEL 5 - 234.86725 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 235.58707 



DF - 2, 320 



DF 



1, 322 



I, 322 



F - .«•> '♦65575 28541 15.2 

I ; / 

F - 13.31532196397557 *<■ 

I 

F - .9868640263808579 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM -OF -OUARES, MODEL 6 * 235.58707 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 7 » 245.71563 



DF 



1, 323 F = I3.88669IU990054 ^ ^ 



B-87 



17u 



82.37 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASf 



GRADE - 3 

TE 'T - LANGUAGE UR 
NUMBER OF CASES - 3*7 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS I INEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL t - 201.5595 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEl, 5 - 201 .90622 



DF 



331 



F - .284690*225315641 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUAPE5, MODEL 1 - 201.5595 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I ' 201.81219 



DF 



1, 331 



F - .4149662506604P2& 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
*'JM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 201.81219 
SUM 'w ' SQUARES, ^DEL 3 - 202. 12234 



DF * 1, 332 



F f 

} 



,51022586?9130724 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR ! SLOPES 
SUM C SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 201.5595 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODELj 1 - 202.122:4 

/ 

MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAt QUADRATIC IN^RCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 202. 12234 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 225.24022 

MODEL 5 VS. MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
- SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - .. 201 :90622 
SUM- OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 20,2 • U301 



DF 



2, 33./ F - .462 : -*-5125682531 



DF 



DF 



lt 333 F » 38.08710130705987 * X 

r 333 j - . 3575475287487431 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 202.12301 
SCM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 225.37S71 



DF 



I, 334 



F - 38.42909226416131 



B-88 



82 37 Attachment B-7 
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GRADE « 4 
TEST - LANGUAGE iYR 
i'! UMBER OF CASES - 200 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — -TWO GROUP CASE 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 1U. 49147 
SUM OF SQUARES f MODEL 5 - 115. 54275 



DF - 2, 194 



.9753928393093388 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 - 114.49147 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 114.62539 

/ 

- V - 

MOD&L 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARE ^MODEL 2 -_114.62539„ „. 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 114.S0892 



DF^- I, 194 



F - .2269206605522632 



DF - 1, 195 F " .4823394712114029 



MODEL 1 VS MODE 1 . 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPSf 
SUM OF SQUARES , -MODEL I - 114.59147 
SUM OF SQUARES. MOHIL j - il4.9C.'2 



DF - 2, 194 



F - .3536739461900544 



MOHEL 3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 114.90892 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 121.74875 

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 115.64275 
SUM J* SQUARES, MODEL 6 » 117.4012 



DF - 1, 



' DF. - 1 , 196 



F - 11 .65668940931652 



I. 930352853940257 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 117.4012 
S'JM OF 3rbTuAaB5T^MODEL 7 - 126.23955 



DF * I , 19 7 



F - 14:33081050278873 



B~89 



17 



82,37 
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(Page 6 of 19) 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 5 

TEST. ■ LANGUAGE 1YR 
NUMBER OF CASE? - 237 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 - 137.162 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 ■ 137.32417 



DF - 2, 231 



F « .1365584855863896 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 137. 162 ' 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 137.32208 

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
$1?A OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 137.32208 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 138.78585 



DF » i; 231 



DF 



F - .269597118735511 



1, 232 ? - 2.472979145087229 



KOOrL I VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MOI)EL 1 - 137.162 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 138.78535 



I, 231 



I.3673953O6280166 



MODEL 3- VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 

' . SUM OF ' SQUOis , MO DEL r 3 133 . 785_85 

SUtf Ql SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 138.82941 



D* * 1, 233 " T"- :0731305100628103I 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 137.32417 

SUM OF SQUARES', MODEL 6 - 139.41429 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COKMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 139.41429 

SUiTOF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 139.63718 



DF 



1, 233 



DF - 1, .34 



F - 3.546338273881428 



F - .3741098563138679 



B-90 



82.37 



Attachment B-7 
(Page 7 of 19) 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO ^GROUP CASE 

. (/Mo AO- 6 ?LolT€$) 



GRADE -.6 

TEST - LANGUAGE IYR___ 
NUMBF.R OF CASES - 222 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5 --CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 118.21372 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 119.01076 



DP - 2, 216 ■ F - . 7281753759208J14 



MODEL 1 VS. MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES f MODEL 1 - 118.21372 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 113.2176 



.DF - 1, 216 F - 7.08953241637Q41EK03_ 



MOOEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 118.2176 
SIC OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 121.97137 



DF - 1, 217 



F - 6.894034*14194841 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 118.21372 
SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 121.97337 



DF - 2, 215 F - 3. 43481450376487 i 



MO0EL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL. QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 ^ 121 .97337 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 1 44. 06 50 7 



DF - 1, 218 



F - 39.48395129199103 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMM'" i LINEAR $lJ?Zo 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 119.01076 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 - 122.06991 



DF ■ i • 213 



F - 5.603650459850772 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
, SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 - 122.06991 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 7 - 146.17224 



*}F . t f 219 F - 43. 24087950912"') 9 



B-91 



leu 



82.37 Attachment B-7 
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GRADE • 1 

TEST - MATH LYR 

NUMBER OF CASES - 



T VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



443 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM Of SQUARES,' MODEL 1 - 81 . 15861 
Sufi OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 « 82.31955 



DF - 2, 437 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRAtIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 • 81.15661 
SU* OF SQUARES, MODEL 2;- 82/2*751 

MODSL 7 VS«;*)D£L 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 2 - 82. 24751 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 81.05067 

MODEL 1 V3 MODEL 3-*— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOP 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL I - 81 .15ooJ. 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 93.06067 

MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 33.06067 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 « 93-375 27 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES - 
SUM 0* SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 82.31953 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 83.07454 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPT'S 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 - 83.07454 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 93.3834 



DF - 1 . 



DF - I, 438 



J t j - 2, 437 



DF - 1, 439 



DF * I, 439 



DF - 1 , 440 



F - 3.125551189208386 



F - 5.863201698501237 



F « 4.3303S346723030I 

05- 



F - 5.120328195725626 



? - 54.51568594378062 



F - 4.02- " ^453 



F - 54.60034325799457 

p 4. CI 



B-92 



82 37 Attachment B-7 

(Page 9 of 19) 



»' - u.'JS5 FOR o?Si KKGRS&SUiN rESULTS—TVO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 2 

TEST - MATH iYR 

NUMBER OF CASES 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 * 72.15357 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 72.34528 



DF - 2, 336 



.4463712606320115 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.15357 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 ■ 72.32654 



DF - 1, 336 



.8054753215953113 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL ?— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 " 72.32654 
GUM OF QUAKES , MODEL 3 - 72.33092 



DF - 1 ( 337 F « .02040827613212231 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.15357 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 72.33092 



DF - 2, 336 



F - .41293590878^5 :')4 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4--E^C\L QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 72.33092 
SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 4 - 74.19489 

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6' — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODr.L 5 * 72.3*528 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 * 72.35S94 



DF - 1, 338 



DF - 1, 338 



F - 8.>1027024127.4402 
<. ©I 



V - .04980394021558682 



■ MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 72.35594 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 7 «■ 74123346 



I; 339 



S. 796503507521301 



IS 



ERLC 



B-93 



82.37 



Attachment B-7 



(Page 10 of 19) 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESS ION RESULTS — TWO GROUP CASE 

GRADE - 3 

TEST - HATH 1YR 

NUMBER OF CASES « 316 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 98.32596 

DF - 2, 310 F - 5. 068091885398322 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 101.54096 -~ > — \ 

MODEL I VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 98.32596 

£-f - 1, 310' F - 4.060999760388811 

SUM; OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 99. 61403 ^ " A sr 

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 99.61403 . 

. . ._ _ DF - 1, 311 F - 5.462932179332573 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 101 : 36382 ^ - J " «-% k 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL ? — PARALLEL LIJiSAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 98.32596 • *k 

.._ ._ __ . _. . ._ DF - 2, 310 F - 4.788850269043903 

SUM OF S&.^ES, XUDU 3 - 101 .36332 p ^ 0 j 

MODEL 3 VS MODEI 4- tql'AL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM 0=* SQUARE: , MOLEL „t * ,.Jl.?,S382 

— - * - DF - 1, 312 F « 24.86237119013471 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - i09.^I37 

: p < ;b f 

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM Or SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 101.54096 

DF « 1 , 31 2 F « 2.912412882446652 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 102.48881 

NS 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
tUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 102.43881 

DF * i, 313 F - 25.1734142488336 

SL'M OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 * 110. 73 if y r\ \ 



82.37 



Attachment. B-7 
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GRADE - 4 

test - hath iyr 

NUMBER OF CASES 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TWO GROUP CASE 



210 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF 3? r MODEL 1 - 58.21002 

SUM OF V'La".'..!, ^ODEL 5 ■ 58 .25553 



DF 



2, 204 



F - .07974606433738036 



MODEL 1 VS MODE... * — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL t - 58.21002 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 58.22064 



DF - 1, 204 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES" 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 58.22064 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 58.77307 



F - .037.21833457538857 



DF - I, 205 F - 1.945154673668992 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — P.tftXLLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 58.21002 
SUM OF SQUAR5S, MODEL 3 - 58.77307 



DF -;2, 204 



F - 



.986618798:61920*2 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 58.77307 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 62.40593 



DF - I. 206 



F - 12.73319838490656 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 ■ 58.25553 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 59.64261 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 59. 6426 L 

SUM 6F SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 63.61131 



DF » 1 , 206* 



OF - I , 20 7 



F - 4.9O4915979650338 



F - 13.77579552605092 



B-95 

/ 
/ 



82,37 
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F. VALUES FOR-S:;S$,JffiGKESSION RESULTS— -T\'C CASE 



GRADE -5 

TFST - MATH 1YR • 

NUMBER . OF CASES - 



237 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS ,.IHEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.i$?1S 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL .5 - 73.uO£46 



DF - 2, 231 



.02076025018173 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.99334 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 2 - 73.005*1 



DF - 1, 231 



.03977993060736835 



MODEL 2 VS MODE- 3 — PARALLEL CUP.VILr*' \R SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 « 73.00591 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 73.40918 



DF - I, 232 F - 1.28I52I454906873 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.99334 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 73.40918 



DF « 2, 231 



P - .6579986612477266 



.-10DEL3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS;' 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 73.40918 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 73.41212 



DF * 1, 233 



F » 9.331530470702902D-03 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 73.00646 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 73.53519 



DF - 1, 233 



F - 1 .6874409470066 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--CO?(MON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 73.53519 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 7 - \~.554- 



DF - I, 234 



r « .06208374521097314 



B-96 



is 



82,37 Attachment B-7 
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GRADE • 6 

TEST * MATH 1YR 

NUMBER OF CASES 



F VALUES FOR SPSS ( REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



229 



MODEL I VS >©DEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES-, MODEL 1 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 



80. 726380000,00001 

DF ■ 2, 223 

81.70209 



1.347659402044268 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 80 . ~/ n 63300000000 1 

DF - 1, 223 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 3; %>648 



F -* 2.320707307821794 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CCK ■' ". 1NEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 • .56648 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - At. 57253 



DF « 1, 224 



F - .01661466818232714 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 80.72638000000001 \ 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 ■ 31.57253 



DF\- 2, 223 



1.168709968166537 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, ^DEL 3 - 81 . 57253 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 « 86.62092 



DF - {, 225 F - 13.92488071658437 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
*SUM OF SQUARES, MC^EL 5 - 81 .70209 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 ■ 81.75501 



DF 



I \ 225 



.145736785S '55457 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS : 
' SUM Ob- SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 81 .75501 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 » 87.46946 



DF - 1, 226 



15.79677746966211 
* <*0| 



B-97 



18 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—- TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 1 

TEST - READING 1YR 
NUMBER OF CASES - 415 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 149.7863 ' 
SUM OF SQUARES. MC- 5 - 151 .76037 



DF - 2, 409 



2.695155x3100998 



MODEL I It 2— -:0KMCN QUAOC<ATIC PORTION y 

:/ 

SUM OF ?Q*JARE3, MODEL I ■ 149.7863 / 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 149.86976 



DF - I, 409 



.2278922705214091 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3- -PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 149.36976 

SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 154.04437 

. / ; 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODFL 1 - 149. 786^ 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 154.04437 



DF - 1 , 410 



DF - 2, 409 



II .42051672065132 



p <.o\ 



5.313450996519713 



MODEL 3 VS MDD&w EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 154.04437 

SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 4 - 159.41569 

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COKMON LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - Hi 

SUM Of SQUARi.3, liDOEL 6 - 154. 

MODEL 6 VS ;*)DEL 7 -COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 

SUM Or SQUARES, MODEL o - 154.53005 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 « 160.1032 



DF - 1, 411 



" 1, 411 



DF - 1, 412 



14.37101722575125 
p < ; 6 t 



7.636305051180353 



F * i. 72077282935282 



/ 



187 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE -_2 

TEST - READING _ l?R 
NUMBER OF CASES - 313 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 107.35307 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 111:55769 



DF - 2, 307 



F - 6.012023410229435 

? <,oi 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 107.35307 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 " 107.86689 



DF « 1 , 307 



F - 1 .46938266413805 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 107.86689 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 108.06371 



DF - 1 , 308 



.5619941392581241 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 107.35307 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 108.06371 



DF - 2,\ 307 



F - 1 .016116632714832 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 108:06371 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 110.53603 



DF - 1, 309 



F " 7.06941192376233 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — 'COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 111.55769 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 112.16885 



DF - 1 , 309 



F » 1 .692832112246149 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 112.16885 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 114.23306 



DF - 1, 310 



F - 5. 704837840452138 



185 

B-99 



\ 

\ 
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\ 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TWD GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 3 

TEST - READING 1YR 
NUMBER OF CASES - 316 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR. VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 - 113. 191 fl 
SUM OF SQUARES f MODEL 5 - 114.05119 



DF 



2, 310 



1.177763872D92075 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 113-19111 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 113.63625 



DF - 1, 310 



F - 1.21911870994ID9I 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-- PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 113.63625 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 113.85192 



DF 



1, 311 



F - .5902462462462494 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 « 113-19111 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 113:85192 



DF 



2, 310 



F - 



.9D489041D56316J7 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 - 113.85192 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL ^ =" IIS.78D29 



DF 



1, 3i: 



2.544106766051896 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 114.05119 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 * 115.46321 



DF 



1, 312 



3.362741233102739 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 115.46321 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 * 116.50488 



DF 



1, 313 



2.323730O5946655L 



B-100 



18 
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ERIC 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE -_4 

TFST-- ■ READING _ 1YR - - 
NUMUEK OF CASES - 194 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — CURV ILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 61.94336 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 63.0774 



DF - 2, 188 



1.720923114277301 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 - 61.94336 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 62.45533. 



DF - 1, 188 



1.553844673585678 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 62.45533 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 62.47 785 



DF - 1, 189 



.06814918758735272 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 61.94336 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 62.47785 



DF « 2, 188 



.8110967826091461 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =» 62.47785 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 62.72593 



DF * 1, 190 



.7544305701940763 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 * 63.0774 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 - 64.06772 



DF - I, 190 



F - 2.983014518670717 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 » 64.06772 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 * 64.51514 



DF - 1 , 191 



1 .333357674343323 



\ 



10 



S-101 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE -/ 5 

TEST - READING LYR 
NUMBER OF CASES - 238 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL L - 72.08808 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 73 . 13757 



DF - 2 , 232 F - 1.769236189949849 



MODEL L VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I " 72.08808 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 72.87424 



DF ■ t i 232 



F * 2.530087082358139 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 2 - 72.87424 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 73.20073 



DF - I, 233 F - 1.043882859018495 



MODEL t VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.08808 
SUM OF SQUARES, MCOEL 3 - 73.20073 



DF - 2, 232 F ■ 1 . 7904125064781S7 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
-SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 73: 20073 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 ■ 73.20871 



DF - 1, 234 



.02550958166673981 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 73.18757 
SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 74.49335 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 " 74.49335 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 74.71326 



DF - 1, 234 



DF * 1, 235 



4. 1749236926^3444 



f 



<.c5 



F - 



.6937377631694601 



B-102 1 S x 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 6 

TEST - READING lYR 
NUMBER OF CASES - 224 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 ° 75-50181 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 77.62613 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 75.50181 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 76 .23481 



DF - 2, 213 F - 3.066825550274884 



DF - 1, 218 F - 2.U6426083030324 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 2 ' 76.23481 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 77.22141 



DF 



1, 219 2.834209201806889 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 1 « 75.50131 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 3 * 77-22141 



DF * 2, 218 



2.482541809262533 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 77.22141 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 ■ 77.32207 



DF - 1, 220 



.2867753^04001481 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 ■ 77.62613 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 81.95091 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF" SQUARES, MODEL 6 * St . 95C9I 
SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 84.90223 



DF 



220 



I, 221 



F - 12.25684701787916 



7.95893199965687 



B-103 



1SZ 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TW 0 GROUP CASE 



GiLAJDE » K-2 

TEST - SWPMrLA2*£ 
NUMBER OF CASES 



IOI 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— C U RVILIN E A R VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQ UARES, ' M ODEL 1 ■ 130.94725 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 " 132.17943 



DF - 2, 95 



.4469623037244003 



MODEL t VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OP SQUARES, MODEL t " 130.94725 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 131.5354 



DF - 1, 95 



.4266928095091743 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 131.5354 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 131.96378 



DF - 1, 96 F - .3126495224859598 



MODEL t VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LIN EAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 130.94725 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 131.96378 



DF 



2, 95 



.3687376023551466 



MODELS VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 131.96378 



DF 



i; 97 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 « 134.17117 



1.622542412774172 



MOD^L 5 VS MO^EL 6 — C OMMON'E'fEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF r Q U A RES, MODEL 5 - 132.17943 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 132.57761 



DF - i, 97 



F - .292204770439697 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 »• 132.57761 



DF 



1, 98 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 * 134.79132 



F =• 1.63672II62796645 



is. 



B-104 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - K-2 

TEST - SWPM-M ATH 

NUMBER OF CASES - 100 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — C U R VlLtN EAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 34.80312 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 33.51958 



DF 



2, 94 



F - .967546013116065 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 34.80312 
SUM ;0^ SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 35.51335 



DF - 1, 94 



F - 1.918265373909009 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 ■= 35.51335 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 35.54565 



DF - 1, 95 



.08640412689875362 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 34.80312 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 35.54565 



DF - 2, 94 



1.002752339445428 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 — E Q UA L QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 35.54565 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 « 36.53335 



DF - I, 96 



2.667533158065753 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 35.51958 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 35.551 



DF - 1, 96 



.08491992303963235 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 » 35.551 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 36.5379 



DF' 



1, 97 



2.692731568732242 



19* 



B-105 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION 



■102 



ILINEAR VS LINEAR 
EL i - 59.70974 

DF - 



RESULTS— WO GROUP CASE- 



2, 96 F - .5031770433721856 



GRADE- K-2 
TEST SWPM. 
NUMBER OF CASES - 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — CURV 
SUM OF SQUARES, MOD 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 * 50.23084 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 49.705-74 
SUM OF SQUARES' i MODEL 2 ■ 49.79537 

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 49.79537 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 50.26756 

MODEL 1 VS yODtl 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 49.70974 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 50.26756 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 50.26756 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 51.76273 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6- — COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 50 23084 
' SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 50.6762 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL T— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 50.6762 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 * 52.17452 



D F - 1, 96 F - .1653696036229539 



DF - 1, 97 F - .9198130267934538 



DF " 2 96 F - .5386340785520152 

/ 



DF - I 98 F - 2.914934800E93461 - ^ 



D F -i; 98 F - .8688940897663649 



1 99 F - 2.927087.666399611 



B-106 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS —TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 1-3 
TEST - SWPM 
NUMBER OF CASES 



S4 



MODEL I VS MODEL~5 — CURVILINEAR VS LIU EAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 * 56.72787 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 56.79929 



DF - 2, 78 



F - .04910O733025935I9 



MODEL 1 VS .MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL t " 56.72787 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 56.73855 



DF - 1, 78 



F - .01468484538552309 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 56.73855 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 57.1226 



DF - 1, 79 



.5347325583752131 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 56.72787 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL, 3 - 57 . 1226 



DF - 2, 78 



.271374017744717 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 « 57 . 1226 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 * 58.13126 



DF - 1, 80 



? * 1.482649599282945 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 56.79929 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 6 - 57.13631 



DF - 1, 80 



F - .4746819898629025 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODEL 5 - 57.13631 
SUM OF SQUARES , MODtL 7 - 58.20925 



DF - 1, 81 



1.521080902844444 



13b 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - .1-3 

TEST_ _-.SWEM.tL AN G _ 

NUM3ER OF CASES * 83 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5 — C U RVILIN EAR V3 LIN EAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 87.01667 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 88.75492 



DF 



2, 77 



.769073212255192* 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 87.01667 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 88.3091 



DF - 1, 77 



F - 1.143655692639124 



MODEL 2 V5 MODEL 3 — PARALLEL 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 



CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
88.3091 
88.66253 



DF - 1, 78 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL' I - 37.01667 



DF 



2, 77 



SUM OF SQUARES, M 0 D; E L 3 - 88.66253 



.3121709993647309 



.7282008148553608 



MODEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 38.66253 



DF 



1, 79 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 



96.21899 



F - 6.732949533472595 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LIN EAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 * 38.75492 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 38.9698 



DF 



1, 79 



.1912623613221561 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LIN EAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 88.9698 
SUM OF SQUARES, M OD;L 7 * 96.70617 



DF - 1, 80 



F * 6.956400936047961 



? 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 1-3 

TEST - SWPM-MATH 

NUMBER OF CASES ' 



77 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 — C U RVILIN EAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 55,57242 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 45.22058 



DF 



2, 71 



.5162313376747331 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2 — COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 <- 45.57242 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 j" 45.10094 



DF 



1, 71 



MODEL 2 7S MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 45.10094 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 45.37276 



DF 



1, 72 



.8418865298316781 



F - .4339386274432431 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES- 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 44.57242 



DF 



2, 71 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 45.37276 



F - .6374361095942306 



MODEL3 VS MODEL' 4 — EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 " 45.37276 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 45.45725 



DF - 1, 73 



.1359355260733514 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 45.22058 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 «- 45.50005 



DF - 1, 73 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LIN EAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 * 45.50005 __■ 



DF 



;l, 74 



SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 45.56304 



F - .4511510024860361 



.1105770213439326 



I9o 
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Attachment' B-9 
(Page i of 7) 



/ , 



GRADE K - LANGUAGE 
(Two Program Comparisons) 

Models Compared SS Error F Prob 



1 148.8573 1.4147 .2351 

2 149.7974 



1 ' 148.8573 1.6968 .1858 

5 151.1125 



2 149.7974 1.4679 -2275 

3 150.7747 



1 148.8573 ; 1.4426 .2387 

3 156.7747 



3 150.7747 .0025 .9597 

4 150.7764 



5 151. 1125 .0049 .9442 

6 151.1158 



6 151.1153 .0058 .9393 

7 151.1196 



9 

ERLC 



S-110 



is 



/ 



S2.37 



Attachment B-9 
(Page 2 pf 7) 



GRADE 1 - READING 
(Three Program Comparisons) 



Models Compared SS Error F Prdb 

1 179.6342 .1.2892 ,2765 

2 180.6073 

1 179.6342 2.0542 .1050 
5 181.9598 

2 . 180.6073 1.7429 .1762 

3 181.9244 

1 179.6342 1.5171 .1962 

3 181.9244 

3 181.9244 .5739 .5637 

4 182.3594 

5 181.9598 2.4034 .0913 

6 183.7858 

6 183.7858 .6338 .5310 

7 184.2702 



2dU 



B-lll 
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Attachment B-9 
(Page 3 of 7) 



GRADE 2 - READING 
(ThSee Program Comparisons) 



Models Compared SS Error F Prob 

1 90.6641 .9211 .3994 

2 91.2303 

1 90.6641 .6370 .5921 
5 91.2514 

2 91.2303 1.5207 .2203 

3 ' 92.1645 

1 90.6641 1.2205 .3023 

3 92.1645 

3 92.1645 1.0521 .3505 

5 92.8131 

5, 91.2514 1.6857 .1871 

6 92.2837 

6 92.2837 1.0288 .3586 

7 92.9167 



B-112 
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Attachment B-9 
(Page 4 of 7) 



GRADE 3 - READING ; 
(Three Program Comparisons) 



Models Compared 

2 



SS Error 

98.5679 
99.0903 



F 

7394 



Prob 
,4784 



98.5679 
99.0937 



.4961 



6855 



2 

3 



99.0903 
99. 1479 



.0817 



.9216 



98.5679 
99.1479 



.4104 



.3012 



3 
4 



99.1479 
101.0537 



2.7198 



.0673 



99.0937 
99.1771 



1186 



,8883 



99. 1771 
101. 1700 



2.8534 .0596* 



*(Plotted Model 6 - almost significant at .05 level.) 
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Attachment B-9 
(Page 5 of 7) 
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GRADE 4 - READING 
(Three Group Comparisons) 



Models Compared' 

1 

2 



SS Error 

86.1079 
87.1884 



F 

1.4934 



Prob 
.2266 



1 

5 



86.1079 
87.3528 



1.1470 



,3302 



2 
3 



87.1884 
87.5993 



.5655 



.5689 



1 

3 

3 
4 



86.1079 
87.5993 

87.5993 
87.9535 



1.0306 



.4892 



3921 



,6137 



87.3528 
88.7194 



1.8852 



.1542 



6 

7 



88.7194 
88.7460 



.0364 



.9643 



B-U4 
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Attachment B-9 
(Page 6 of 7) 



GRADE 5 - READING 
(Three Program Comparisons) 



Models Compared 



i i 



SS Error 

106.9811 
108.2289 



106.9811 
109.5449 



F 

1.7846 
2.4444 



Prob 
.1698 

.0636 



2 
3 



108.2289 
109.8672 



2.3312 



.0988 



106.9811 
109.8672 



2.0638 .0855 



3 
4 



109.8672 
113.5117 



5.1415 



.0066 



5 

6 



109.5449 
112.7890 



4.5754 .0112 * 



6 
7 



112.7890 
'116.3612 



4.9250 



.0079 



*(Model 5 plotted.) 
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Attachment E-9 
(Page 7 of 7) 



GRACE 6 - READING 
(Three Program Comparisons) 

Models Compared SS Error F Prob 

1 92.3734 .5951 .5523 

2 92.8097 



1 92.3734 1.8654 .1353 

5 94.4248 



2 92.8097 1.1775 : -3097 

3 93.6702 



1 92.3734 .8844 .4738 

3 93.6702 



3 9?. 6702 2.9779 .0527 

4 95.8495 



5 94.4248 1.6226 .1994 

6 95,6264 



6 95.6264 4.0213 .0193* 

7 98.6189 



* (Model 6 plotted.) 
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ECIA Chapter 1 
Appendix C 
CHAPTER 1 SERVICE REPORTS 
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IhserumeHC Description^- Cha^ce^j Service Report 



3rie* description of SKg isstrumcct, : Three types, of Service Reports were used: 

• K r 6_ Chapter 1 students (except Allison and Becker ). were counted thrfcugh_a . 
computer-generated roster oh which Chapter 1 schools were, asked in tne tall to 
indicate which students were served by Chapter: l aric whether the student Was 
served In Che classroom, lab, or both. In the spring, corrections to that roster 
were collected. . 

• Nonpublic schools were surveyed (as part of . the low- income survey of nonpublic 
schools) in the fall- Pretest achievement test scores were collected at that 
time. These survey reports were then updated In the spring. 

•. • N & D institutions were surveyed in the fall (as part of the low-income survey) 
and . again in the spring. The spring service report included Information on 
student progress. 

Prekindergarten students Were Counted at the time of PPVT-R testing in the fall and 
spring. 

To whom was the instrument administered? ' — 
Each Chapter 1 school or institution:, 24 AISD schools (not counting Allison and 
Becker, who were counted using Student Mastertile Records), 3 nonpublic schools, 
and 4 !I & D institutions. 

How many times was the instrument administered? 
Twice. 

When w«ds the instrument administered? 
In November and May. 

Where was the instrument administered? ■ - 
Report forms were mailed to each school, where they were completed and returned. 

■ Who administered the instrument? ..... _ __ -"- _ 

The reports were completed by various school starf members — usualxy tne secretary 
or Chapter 1 contact person. 

Trias training did ^he ac3^i.srra_tors havef _ - 

Written Instructions for "completing the reports were provided. 



th e- l-sa- srumen -^ 



-admi^i* tared uiider standardized conditions? 



No. 



Ve rs there sroblsms vith-the-- 



rjmcnc or :h<* administration that m^zhc 



arract the validity of the dac_a?_ 
The personnel completing the forms were often employed by the program being 
evaluated. Subjective ratings were asked for on the N & D service report. 



Who de velo g r \d -sht - iss^ases-c V 

ORE staff members developed all three instruments. 



What raliabHirr -- a» 
•None. 



/ailable or. the ir^ crumcrif ? 



^■^am^s^-^-a available :5r ir.tartr*:i::g the rasul-3? 

No, although data from previous years are available for comparisons. 

• 2U7 
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CHAPTER 1 SERVICE REPORTS 
Purpose 

Information from three service reports—the AISD Chapter 1 Service Report 
the Chapter 1 Service .Report for nonpublic schools and the Chapter 1 Service 
Report for N & D institutions—was used to answer the following decision, 
r and evaluation questions' from the Chapter i Evaluation Design for 1982-83. 

Decision Question Dl : • Should the Chapter 1 Reading Improvement 
Program be modified? If so, how? 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 : : How many students were 
served at each grade in the following ways: 

a) in the classroom only; 

b) in the reading center or lab only; and 

c) in both the classroom and reading lab? 

Decision Question D4: Should the N & D and non-public school 
Chapter 1 components be modified? If so, how? 

Evaluat ion- Question D4-2: How many students are 
served by Chapter , 1 in: 

a) non-public schools, and 
. b) N & D institutions? 

Summary By Component 

Prekindergarten 

Data on the number of students enrolled in the Chapter 1 prekindergarten 
program are shown in Figure C-l. These data were collected from the PPVT-R 
testing (see Appendix A), but the test forms* were supplemented by information 
from the student attendance data collected by the instructional coordinator 
for the program. This additional information indicated that there was one 
student at Sims who entered the program after the fail PPVT-R testing and 
withdrew prior to the PPVT-R spring testing. This student was added to the 
counts of students served, and is included- in the totals in Figure C-l below. 



School — • 


Students Served 


Blackshear 


15 


Brown 


20 


Campbell 


16 


Maplewood 


8* 


Norman 


16 


Pecan Springs 


17 


Ortega 


8* 


Rosewood 


17 


S ims 


17 


TOTAL • 


135 



classes was served by the Migrant Program. The teacher 
CHAPTER 1 PREKINDERGARTEN STUDENTS AT EACH CAMPUS. 



*One-half of these two 
was spiit-f unded . 

Figure C-l. NUMBER OF 
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Nonpublj 



D-ols. 



Information concerning students served by Chapter 1 in. the three participating 
nonpublic schoois was obtained in the fall, and updated in the spring. Forms 
and correspondence sent .to these schools are contained iri_ Attachment C-l. In 
addition to information about which students were served by the Chapter 1 
program, pre- and posttest percentile scores were obtained on students; who 
were served., - 

As shown in Figure C-2, 75 students were served in reading and 65 students 
were served in math, across grades K- 6. However, some students were served 
in' both reading and math, with a total of 91 individuals that were^ actually 
served. The number of students served by each school is shown in Figure C-3, 
Figure C-4 summarizes the achievement gains of students in reading and math 
by grade level. Percentile scores were converted to NCE's for this table. 
These figures are difficult to interpret because of the small "N's" at each 
grade^ but are contained in Figure C-4. 



Number of Students Served^a 







Read ing 


Math 


St. 


Mary's 


46 


38 


St. 


Austin' s 


11 


' 9 


St. 


Ignatius' 


18 


17 , 




Total 


75 


64 



Figure C-2. NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY THE NONPUBLIC SCHOOL 
COMPONENT IN READING AND MATH, BY CAMPUS, 
(DUPLICATED COUNT.) 



Number 

St. Mary's 49 
St. Austin's 18 
St. Ignatius' 24 

91 



Figure C-3. UNDUPL I C ATED COUNT OF STUDENTS SERVED BY 
CHAPTER 1 AT EACH CAMPUS. 



Institutions, 



As shown in Figure C-5, a total of 57 students were served by the N S_D 
component. This number is larger than the number for the previous year, 

when 44 students were reported as being served. Part of the reason for 

this increase is that Spectrum/Turning Point was able to serve five students 
in 1982-83 with materials purchased with Chapter 1 funds. In 1981-82, funds 



e-4 



20. 





-X NCE - Reading 


X NCE - Math 


Grade 


Pretest 


Pbsttest 


Gain 


-Ptetfest — 


—Pbsttest - 


Gain 


k 


4.88 
(S.D.=9.87) 


51.92 
(S.D. =17. 44) 


47.04 
(S.D.=15.14) 
N=14 


13.46 
(S.D. =13. 38) 


35.70 
(S.D.=11.61) 


22.24 
(S.D.=10.12) 
N«i3 


i; ; 


27,35 
(S.D. =10. 09) 


45,17_ 
(S.D.=11.86) 


17.82 
(S.D. =15. 91) 
N=13 


21.75 
(S.D. =11. 29) 


44.21 
(S.D.=21.75) 


22.46 
(S.D.=23.29) 
N=10 


2 


30.19 
(S.D. =8. 62) 


40.74 
(S.D. =11. 57) 


10.55 
(S.D.=9.74) 
N=10 


28.57 ' 
(S.D.=8.95) 


54.73 
(S.D.=15.28) 


26.17 
(S.D.=17.17) 
N=6 


3 


33.00 
(S.D. =3. 49) 


33.58 
(S.D. =4. 58) 


.58 

(S.D. =6. 44) 
N=ll 


29.73 
(S.D.=6.55) 


37.70 
(S.D.=10.75) 


7.97 
(S.D. =10.84) 
N=10 


4 


27.38 
(S.D.=11.89) 


29.22 
(S.D.=17.40) 


1.83 
(S.D.=7.96) 
N=6 


68.46 
(S.D. =96. 25) 


29.82 
(S.D. =10.22) 


-38.64 
(S.D. =93. 00) 
N=5 ; 


5 


28.68 
(S.D. =10. 35) 


33.83 
(S.D. =14. 59) 


(S.D.=7_.66) 
N=13 


31.17 

(s.b.=7.iij 


44.80 
(S.D. =14. 49) 


13. ei 

(S.D. =17. 27) 
N=12 


6 


31.50 
(S.D. =7. 48) 


14.63 
(S.D.=5.17) 


-16.87 
(S.D.=7.05) 
N=3 


, 31.18 
(S.D.=5.90) 


34.63 
.(S.D.=11.87) 


3.45 
(S.D. =10. 78) 
N=4 



Figure C-4. NCE GAINS FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS IN READING AND MATH. 
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\ 

appropriated for that institution were not expended before the end of the 
school year. - xs 

Subjective progress ratings^ made by administrators or staff members familiar 
with the students, were also obtained. (The f orms arid _ correspondence concern- 
ing students served by the N & D; component are contained in Attachment C-2. 
Information collected in the fall! with one form was Updated and expanded 
in the spring.? The summary of these ratings is contained in Figure e-6. 
The most frequent response was that students made "some progress, 11 while 
the second most frequent response is that students made "much progress." 
In the absence of a control or comparison group, it is difficult to tell 
whether the progress was due to Chapter 1 participation. . However , admin- 
istrators of the institutions felt the program was helpful (see also 
Appendix G. ) 

Institution Number Served 

Settlement Club Home 11 
Junior Helping Hand Home 21 
Salado House 20 
Spectrum/Turning Point _J>_ 

57 

Figure C-5. NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY THE N & D 
COMPONENT AT EACH INSTITUTION. 



Rating - Frequency 

No Progress - ? 

Little Progress 11 

Some Progress 20 

Much Progress 15 
Very Much Progress 

57 



Figure C-6. SUMMARY OF STAFF RATINGS MADE 
CONCERNING STUDENT PROGRESS 
WILE SERVED BY .CHAPTER 1 . 



(continued on next page) 
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0ne concern to be addressed by the more extensive evaluation of the N & D 
component conducted in 1982-83 was the amount of turnover in. the student 
populations served by the various institutions Figure C-7 below indicates 
that there is a wide variation- in the length of time students remain, in the 
institutions, with some students remaining for an extended period* while 
others remain only a short time. 

Number of Days Number of Students 

0-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-120 

I 121-150 
151+ 



2 
16 
11 
4 
13 

57 



Figure C-7. NUMBER OF N & D STUDENTS SERVED FOR DIFFERENT 
LENGTHS OF TIME (NUMBER OF WEEKDAYS BETWEEN 
"STARTING" AND "ENDING" DAYS OF SERVICE) . 



Regular— Chapter 1 Reading- Improvement Program , 

Information on which students were served by the regular Chapter 1 program 
was collected with the Fall Service Report (see Attachment G-3) . This, 
information was updated with the Spring Service Report (Attachment C-4) . 
Data on the number of students served at each school are presented in 
Figures C-8 to C-9. (Data are also presented for each grade level.) 

Information concerning the location in jhich Chapter i service was given 
(lab, classroom, or both) was apLso collected with the Service Reports. 
However, the distinction between locations or settings jnay not have always 
been easy for school staff to, make — if students are served at a table 
right outside the door of their regular classroom, is this a "lab" or 
"pullout" setting?.. How does it differ from a setting in which that same 
table is moved inside the door? Nevertheless, summary data on the location 
of service are presented in t Figures C-1G to C-13 for comparison to previous 
years. Figures C-14 and C-15 summarize the data for the year as a whole. 



I 

CO 



SCHOOL 


K 


1A 1 


All KflM 

HLL 1 JUli 


90 


102 


ANDREWS 


38 


104 


BECKER 


97 


105 




24 


108 


BRlJOKF 


1 


139 


RRflWN 


28 


1 1 V 


RRVKFft HflflfK 


a 


ill 




35 


llL 


LH J 1 J 


0 






' 0 


\\h 


r.fiWAI 1 F 

\JUV HULL 


42 


122 

ILL 


MAPtEkBQB 


18 


1 LI 


MFTZ 

I1L \ L 


8 


125 


OAK SPRINGS 


8 

.. 


126 


QftTFGA 




127 


SANCHEZ 

JMIiVI !LL 


8 


129 


PECAN SPRINGS 

i L 0 nil Jl )\ 1 11 V J 


0 


i 13 


R hlGFTflP 


8 




RfKFOflt F 

l\U JLuML L 


0 




KUjl wuuu 


35 


139 


SIMS 


33 


141 


WALNUT CREEK 


10 


142 


ALLAN 


0 


145 


ZAVALA 


27 


150 


NORMAN 


1 


152 


W00L0RIDGE ; 


.0 


157 


MINN 


0 



GRADE 

K _8i 02 O.L_ .04 05 96 

118 88 99 0 0 0 395 

39 7 _}5 _20* 22_„ 25„ 167 

138 Tl7 97 97 84 78 708 

1 0 0 30 44 34 133 

0 0 0 29 27 19 76 
27 17" 16 13 7 13 121 
19 5 14 0 0 0 41 

1 _ 0 0 2LJN. 21 111 

39 32 22 0 0 0 93 

43 23 36 24 43 39 208 

99 _49 _ 36__ 6 6 0 _226 

19" 20 " 14 " 14 13 18 \H 

49 35 40 0 0 0 132 

93 _29 53 0 0 0 175 

(T~ I 0 18 : 13 15 46 

o 127 SANCHEZ 0 54 33 30 0 8 0 117 

39 22 13 0 0 _ 0 74 

" 8 '7 7 7 6 43 

0 0 0 13 15 15 43 

31. 16 __9 0 0. i JL 

31 U • 13 0 0 0 88 

0 0 0 13 33 29 85 

82 46 45 _ 0 0_ 0 173_ 

l" 0 0 11 21 18 78 

47 16 29 0 0 0 93 

0 0 0 _ 35 57 „ 27 119 

38 28 ""'if 38 0 0 iSi 

TOTALS 490 1016 602 616 389 433 363 .3909 



Figure C-8. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL • * 

SERVED IN FAIL 1982-83 
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Figure C-9. NUMBER Of CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL 

SERVED IN SPRING 1982-83 
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Figure C-18. NUlER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL, LOCATION 
SERVED. IN FALL 1982-83 
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16 


197 


0 


213 


116 GOVALLE 


l?5 


ao 


71 


232 


122 MAPLE MOD 


92 


32 


3 


127 


124 METZ 


141 


0 


0 


141 


125 OAK SPRINGS 


112 


-SS- 


0- 




I2S flRTFGA ~ 

1 L U U n It. 17 M 


0 : 




50 


50 


127 SANCHEZ 


0 


120 


0 


120 


129 PECAN SPRINGS 


79 


0 


0- 


79 


133 RIDGETQP 


45 


0 


0 


45 


134 ROSEOALE 


47 


0 


0 


47 


135 ROSEWOOD 


8 


76 


17 


- 101 


139 SIMS 


7 


35 


49 


91 


141 WALNUT CREEK 


45 


12 


32_ 


.19 


142 ALLAN 


159 


-f 

4 


7 


170 


145 ZAVALA 


. 46 


37 


0 


S3 


150 NORMAN 


105 


0 


0 


105 


.152 WQOLORIPGj. 


3L 


55 


46 


133 


157 WINN 


94 


0 


41 


135 


• 

TOTALS 


1487 


2291 


3 16 


4094 . 



Figure C-H. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL, LOCATION 
SERVED IN SPRING 1982-83 
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*** ALL CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS *** 
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TOTAL 
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— : -- - Figure C-12, KUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS" SERVED 

BY LOCATION, GRADE SERVED IN FALL 
1982-83 
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*** ALL CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS *** 



Made "Tab"" class ' both total 



" K~ lao" 346 ~ b ' 529 
4 396 591 73 1060 



2 288 344 5. 637 
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Figure C-13. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS 
SERVED BY LOCATION, GRADE 
SERVED IN SPRING 1932-83 
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*** ALL CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS *** 
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Figure C-14. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED" BY GRADE 

SERVED IN 1982-83 
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CD 
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Fall or Spring 

Grade Fall Spring- or Both 

K 490 529 540 

1 1016 1060 1124 

2 602. 637 675 

3 616 627 657 

4 389 409 422 

5 '• 433 444 461 

6 _363 _388 _J595 
3909 4094 4274 

Figure C-15. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 



STUDENTS SERVED BY 
GRADE FOR FALL AND 
SPRING 
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Attachment C-i 
(Page 1 of 5) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



December 9, 1982 



TO: Nonpublic School Principals and Directors 

... _ A/ , 

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter I Evaluator ^QAjffc 

SUBJECT: Enrollment Information on Students at Your School 

i 

Each year, our office is charged with collecting two types of informa- 
tion that we must report to the Texas Education Agency. 

• Information on the grade level of each student in 
your school, and whether or not the student would 
be considered "low income. " (Names are net 
necessary far this pariian af the farm, unless 
the students receive ECIA Chapter 1 service.), . 
This information is used to determine the 
concentration of students actually residing in 
various parts of Austin. 

• Additional information on any students who receive 
ECIA Chapter t service. 



The form is easy to fill out, and instructions are attached. We 
appreciate any information you can provide us. Please call me at 
^58-1227 if you have any questions. * 




Approved: 




Director of Office of Research and Evaluation 



KC:sc 

Attachment 

cc: A3 lie Langdon 



22. 



C-16 



82.37 



Attachment C-l 
(Page z- of 51 



;t_io the 'attach- 
vrirtioui? • ■■ 



The printout lists students that we believe are in your 
school. 



t do I need to 
with the vrint- 



If the information on the printout is correct, check the 
names df students whose family income would qualify them 
as "low-income. 3 " Then return the printout to the address 
shown below. tSee attached criteria.) 

If a student on the printout is not attending your school, 
draw a line through the student's name. 

For students at your school who do not appear on the print- 
out, please indicate their name or a code number (of your 
own choice - just keep a list) , grade level, and address 
on the extra pages provided. 



it about stu- 
its receiving 
z>ter 1 service? 



Indicate the subjects in which they receive Chapter 1 service, 
and the pretest/selection test score that was used to qualify 
them (a percentile score in reading, or math.) In the spring, 
we -..will ask you to update their information with a post-test 
score/- : 



ev ttwectzng 

printouts who 
I send it to? 



' is the in forma- 
>n needed? 



Send the printout, to: 



Karen Carsrud 

Austin Independent School District 
610G Guadalupe 
Austin, Texas 78752 



To. determine the number of school-age children residing iri 
various areas of Austin. Names of tihe children are not 
used in any reports — only the number, grade level, and general 
area of residence. 



Don't forget the address of students you must add to the printout. 
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82,3 _- __ - (Page 3 of 5) 

FOR USE BY SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY, These guidelines should be used by the school 

to determine eligibility for free or" reduced- 
price meals. 

y r CaHfzaory T5 Considered ' fe* ulc©™*;^. 



FREE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE 
1982-1983 School Year / 



family Size 



( 



Family 
Size 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 



Each Additional 
Family Menber 



Annual Income 



Prorated Monthly 



SO'- 


5,080 


$0 


- 5S7- 


'0 - 


8,090 


0 


- 574 


0 - 


10,090 


0 


- 841 


0 - 


12,090 


0 


- 1,008 


0 - 


14,090 


0 


- 1,174 


0 - 


16,090 


0 


- 1,341 


0 - 


18*100 


0 


- 1,508 


0 - 


20,100 


0 


- 1,675 




1,790 




149 



Prorated Weekly 

t /$6 - 117 
0-156 
0 - 194 
0 - 233 • 
0 - 271 
0 - 309 
'0-348 
0 - 387' 

34 



REDUCED PRICE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE 
1982-1983 School Year 



Family Size 



) 



Family 
Size 



) 
) 

Each Additional 
Family Member 



Annual Income 



Prorated Monthly 



1 


$ 6,080 - 


8,660 


S 507 - 


722 


2 


,090 - 


11,510 


674 - 


959 


3 


10,090 - 


14,360 


841 - 


1,197 


4 


12*090 - 


17*210 


1,008 - 


1 ,434 


5 


14*090 - 


20*050 


1,174 - 


1,671 


5 


16,090 - 


22,900 


■ 1,341 - 


1,908 


7 


18,100 - 


25,750 


1,508 - 


2,146 


a 


20,100 - 


28,500 


1*675 - 


2,383. 






2,850 




238 



Prorated Weekly 



SI 17 




167 


155 


a* * 


221 


194 




275 


233 




331 


.271 




386 


309 


mm 


440 


348 


mm 


495 


387 




550 






55 
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STUDENTS SliKVtU UV CHAP T hk i. 
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I I.D.t |(il!M)[|lf LOhll CH.l SERVICE | TEST SCORE ll'lJSWtSl SCUkLl 
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Attachment C-l 
(Page 5 of 5 ) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

May 12, 1983 



TO: Principals df Nonpublic Chapter 1 Schools 

FROM: Karen earsrud, Chapter i Evaiuator 

SUBJECT: Chapter 1 Spring Service Report 



Last fall, your school completed a fora containing information on students 
who were 3erved by the Chapter I program. We now need to ^aye posttesc 
scores on these Chapter 1 students, and are returning the form to you so 
that you may add this information. J 

In addition, if you have any other students in your school who are served 
by Chapter 1, but who are not on the original form, please add their 
names and pre/posttest scores to the f orm « (if possible, use a different 
color ink or pencil lead when adding either posttest scores or new students 
to the form.) 

«? 

Please call me at 458-1227 if you have any questions, or if we can assist 
you in this process. 

KC:sc * 



App roved : J^J&z 




Director of Office of Researcn and Evaluation 



cc: Aiiie tangdon 
tee Lavs 

Ambrosio Meleiidrez 
Sister- tbretca Raphael 
Chapte 1 Teachers 
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Attachment C-2 
(Pagel of 6 ) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

November 22, 1982 



TO: Superintendents of N & D Institutions 

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluatoq 

SUBJECT: Low-Income and Chapter 1 Service Report for N S D 
Institutions 




As you may know, our office is charged with reporting certain information 
to the Texas Education Agency regarding the Chapter 1 programs .in insti- 
tutions for neglected and/or delinquent children. Specifically, we need 
to know which students received Chapter 1 Services, and also information 
about any students at your institution who do not attend public schools. 

Please complete the enclosed report and return it to ORE by December 6th. 
If you have any questions or need additional materials, please call me 
at (458-1229). 

Thank, you. 



App roved : j^^y^C^^ 

'Director of /Office of Research and Evaluation 



KC:sc 

cc: Lee Laws 

Ambrosio Melendrez 
Allie Langdon 



e-2i 
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FOR USE BY SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY . 



Attachment C-2 

(Page 2 of 6 ) 

These guidelines should be used by the school 
to determine eligibility for free or reduced- 
price meals. 



FREE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE 
1982-1983 School Year 



Family Size 



£ 

Each 



Add 



Family 

1 
2 
3 
A 

5 ' 
6 
7 
8 



tional 



Annual Income 



$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



Family Member 



6,080 
8,090 
10,090 
12,090 
14,090 
16,090 
18,100 
20,100 

1,790 



Prorated Monthly 



Prorated Weekly 



SO 




507 


SO 


mm 


117 


0 




674 


0 


m» 


156 


0 




841 


0 




194 


0 




1,008 


0 




223 


0 




1,174 


0 




271 


0 




1,341 


0 




309 


0 




1,508 


0 




348 


0 




1,675 


0 




387 






149 






34 



REDUCED PRICE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE 
1982-1983 School Year 



-Family Size 



Family 
Size 



Each Addi tional 
Family Member 



Annual Income 



1 


$ 6,080 


- 8^660 


• $ 507 




2 


,090 


- 11,510 


674 




3 


10,090 


- 14,360 


841 




4 


12,090 


- 1.7,210 


1*008 




5 


14,090 


- 20,050 


1,174 




6 


16,090 
18*100 


- "22*900 


1,341 




7 


- 25,750 


1,508 




8 


20,100 


- 28,600 


1,675 








2,850 







Rrorated Monthly 



722 
959 
1,197 
1,434 
1,671 
1,908 
2,146 
2,383. 

258 



Prorated Weekly 



$117 
156 
194 
233 
271 
309 
348 
387 



167 
221 
276 
331 
386 
440 
495 
550 

55 
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Name of Institution; 



\ 

\ 

\ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

.Office of Research and Evaluation 

v , 

\ (Part I) 

Chapter 1 Service Report for N & D Institutions (1982-83) 



: .- V 

Names of Students \ 
— — — Kecelvinj* Chapter 1 aeEvic&a — \ 


First Date for ■ : 
- -Chapter. 1 Services 


_ Last Date for 

/M 4 " ' " 1 rt"™ " 1 " «t 

Chapter 1 Services* 








\ 






\ 








> 
























i 























*If known, 
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o 23u 



Niinie of Institution; 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SOp DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

I 

(Part II) 
Low-Income Survey 



09 
i 

w 

Nj 



(A 

> 
V 

J 

i> 
« 

u 
0 



A. Number of students in your institution who 
DO NOT attend public school (by grade 
level) , 


D, Number of students in Column A whose 
family income would qualify them for 
free or reduced-price lunch.* 


K 


K 


1 


1 * 


2 


2 






k 


4 


5 


5 


6 


6 


1 ■ 


7 


3 ' 


8 


9 


9 


10 


10 


11 


> 

11 


12 


12 



9 

ERIC 



*Sce attached chart for income levels that qualify. 



Attachment C-2 
(Page 5 of 6 ) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

April 29 , 1983 



TO: Directors of N & D Institutions 

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Party Sailor 

SUBJECT: Students served by the Chapter I Program; 

This year, the Texas Education Agency is requiring a more extensive 
evaluation of the N & D component of Chapter 1 than in the past. Thu 
we have modified the annual service report somewhat to allow for 
collecting this additional information. 

Please have the appropriate person in your institution complete and 
return the enclosed form to us at the time you cease providing 
Chapter 1 services to you?: students. Normally, this would be no late 
than the end of school jinLMay, 1983. In fact* some students who 
received services may have~~already left your institution or are no 
longer served and information on the last date*of Chapter 1 service 
for such students should reflect the actual dates. 

From the interview we conducted earlier this year, we do realize 
that some of the information on test scores may not be available 
for all students. However, for any students where you have 
information, we would appreciate your including it on the form, 
along with any explanatory comments you feel would be helpful. ; 

If you have any questions, please call Karen Carsrud or Perry Sailor 
at 458-1227. Your time and effort are appreciated. 



KC:sc 
Enclosure 



Approved: y^^^M^ &f ~L^£^ 



Director of Office of Research and Evaluation 



cc: Allie Langdcn 
Lee Lsms 

Ambrosio Melendrez 



24 u 



TOR EACH STUDENT SERVED BY CHAPTER 1 DURING THE 19M SCHOOL YEAR, PLEASE FILL IN THE INFORMATION 

firiiiitsitii jjj column's 1 - 5 and 3, when available, plhsf. supply test score information in columns G - 7c, 



I- 

2 : 



(if available) 
3 - First date of.Chapter.I service, 

CoLUHI *i * I AST DATE OF COPTER 1 SERVICE, 

dim 5 - Use tie scale opposite tic §{QM 
(selecting the number you think appropriate) 
to raie the student's overall educational 
process hiile served by Chapter 1, Enter 

NUMBER IN foLUfl 5, 

town (v flvt OF standardized achievement test used to 

SELECT STUDENT FOR CHAPTER 1 SERVICE, 



CoLur-ii fa - Hate test administered 
Coniti i)B - Percentile Score 

fom 6C - IF PERCENTILE SCORE NOT AVAILABLE, 

LIST SCORE(S) YOU HAVE, 
ta 7 -Ike Cf POSTTEST (if bny) FOR 
- SCHOOL YEAR, 

CcLUf-u 7a - Bate test administered 

Comrn 7b ■ Percentile score 

Coi-LHj 7c • Other SCORE (if percentile not 

available),. 
CoLurti 8 - Comments 



in 

1 = No Progress 

2 = Little teEss 

3 = Some Progress 
1 = fbcH Progress 

5 = Very Fuch Progress 



05 

to 

i 

W 



d) 

name 



\ • - 
to' 



hirr 



o 

ERLC 



(2) (3) CO (5) (6). 

GR , . DATE . DATE .PROG, _ TEST NAME 



m m ik) (7) (?a) m m 



(8) 

IDlENIi. 



iflrt 

-d! ft 

oq m 

(D & 

0 (C 
Mi 3 

I 

to 
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Attachment C-3 
(Page 1 of 3 ) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

November 11, 1982 



TO: Principals of Chapter i Schools 

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluator 

SUBJECT: Chapter 1 Service Report 



Attached is the Chapter 1 Service. .Report, for _ Fall > _1982 along with a set of 
instructions for completing it. It is _the first of two Chapter 1 Service 
Reports for the 1932-83 school year. There are two major steps to completing 
the form: 

a. updating the roster so thac it reflects current enrollment. 

b. adding the 'Thapter 1 information. 

I suggest that the updating be done by someone at the school office who has 
access to current class rosters. It represents a task all elementary schools 
will be asked to complete eventually. 

The Chapter 1 teachers should add the Chapter 1 information next. Please 

pass the report to , your school's Chapter 1 

contact person, who will see that the form is completed with the Chapter 1 
information and returned to ORE by December 10th. If you have any questions 
about the report, please call me at (458-1229). 



Approved : 




Director of Office of Research*' and Evaluation 



Approved : 




Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education 



KC:sc 

cc: Lee Laws 

Ambrosio Melendrez 
Timy Baranof f _ 
Hermelinda Rodriguez 
• Chapter 1 Coordinators 
Chapter 1 Contact Persons 

24 Z 
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Attachment C-3 
(Page 2 of 3 ) 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE CHAPTER I SERVICE REPORT 



The instructions below are rather detailed, bac please reed them o&efully: 
They were written in detail in on attempt co anticipate problems that ruighc 
arise. It is Important that the instructions be followed so that the results 
are accurate and comparable across campuses. 

STEP 1 : Updating the Roster 

In order for the information to be useful, it is important chat you: 

• add the name and ID number. for any unlisted students who 

currently attend your school, and who are receiving Chapter t 
services. You do not need to add names of students who are hoc 
receiving Chapter I services. 



Spaces have bf*n left between grades for adding names of these students. Use 
the instructions below for adding students and updating information. 

• Student ?*ame : Use the student's official name; do not use 
nicknames . 



e IDtf : Add the student's AISD identification number. . 

If a student listed on the report no longer attends your school, mark: a 
"V" for "Withdrawn" beside the student's name. 



STEP 2 : Adding Chapter I Service Information 

The Information requested in this section is needed for the Chapter I evaluation. 
IS is imporcanc that che information be provided for each student to be served 
by Chapter. 1 this .year. The instructions chat follow describe how co record 
che Chapcer I information* 



"Check If. Served by Chapter V'-'i Place a-chee.Ii in this. column, 
to show which students are being served _by_Chapter_ 1 and also 
a check to indicate where he/she was served, Multiple checks 
should be made if the student was served in more than one place. 

All 3vudenz3 being served c& _of_ Noverrjser 16 should be \ _Qhecka'd t _ 
regardless of *he length of service. If you have scudencs who 
will begin service by Chapter I after November. 16 but before 
December 1, you may include them if you know the Ibcatibh(3) 
of 3ervice. 



?br example, the sarvices_for the students described below are 
coded on the sample form following. 

Student 1: He is seen by a Chapter 1 teacher in his 
classroom. 

Student 2 : She is seen by. the Chapter 1 teacher in the _ 
classroom in the abrning. In addition, she is 
seen by the Chapter 1 teachar in the reading 
center or lab twice each week. 



Student 1 
Student 2 









Check If _ Served 


Check. If 


Served In: 


By Chapter 1 


Lab 


Class 



















Recurn co ORE 



When che report: has been updaced and completed, send it to che following 
address : 

Sarah Conwav, O.R.I. 

Administ ration Euilding, 3ox..T9 

e- 28 ''I* 



-/ r. 



AUSTIN INUFPfNUFNT SCMIDL DISTRICT 
lirr|f,r OF r HFSFARCII AND EVALUATION 



ir.mmi t anirw 
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Attachment C-4 
(Page 1 of 3 ) 



AUSTIN IMPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research arid Evaluation 



April 26, 1983 



TO: Chapter 1 Contact Persons 

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluator &CtAP*U 

SUBJECT: Chapter 1 Service Report for Spring, 1983 

Iti order to know which children are being served by the Chapter 1 
program, we mast verify and update the information collected on 
the Fall, 1982 Chapter 1 Service Report. Hopefully* this process 
will be fast and easy for you, because nothing will need to be done 
for students with correct information- 
Enclosed is a printout of students at your school, according to the 
Student Masterfile. The printout also indicates the information we 
have about each student's Chapter 1 service. 

Please read the enclosed instructions, complete the report,, and 
return it to me May 6, 1983. If you have any questions, call 
Karen Carsrud or John Hugg at 458-1227. Thank. you for your help. 




Approved 



Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education 



KCrsc 

cc: Timy Baranof f 
Lee Laws 

Ambrosio Melendrez 
Alicia Martinez 
Ann Neeley 
Kathryn Stone 

Principals of Chapter 1 Schools 



247 



C-30 



82.37 



Attachment €-4 
(Page 2 of 3 ) 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SPRING, 1983 CHAPTER 1 SERVICE REPORT 
(SEE ALSO ATTACHES SAMPLE REPORT) 

1) For. students with totally correct information, do nothing! No 
additional information is requested, 

2) For Chapter 1 students who have withdrawn entirely from the school 
place a fi W" under "Not Served, 11 

3) For students who are still at your school, but who (contrary 
to our records) are not receiving Chapter 1 service, place a 
check (V") in the column under "Not Served. 11 Do this only 
for students we list incorrectly as being served. 

4) If the information about where the child is served, (class, lab, 
or both class and lab) is incorrect, please show the correct 
information in the two right-hand columns on the printout, 

IMPORTANT: The information you check in\ the three right-hand 
columns will replace the previous information. For students 
with incorrect information, the complete cor re ct information 
should be placed in these columns. (See examples on the 
sample attached.) 

5) Add to the printout only those Chapter 1 students who are receiving 
Chapter 1 service, but who are not listed on the printout, Non- 
Chapter 1 students who are not on the list do not need to be added. 

6) If you heed a copy of the completed printout for your records, 
please write "COPY" in the top right-hand corner of the first 
page of the printout, and we well send you a copy. CThe carbon 
paper was so messy and hard to read that this approach should be 
easier. ) 

7) Send the completed report to; 

Karen Carsrud 

Office of Research and Evaluation 

8) Please return them by May 6, 1983. Call Karen Carsrud or John Hugg 
if you have any questions. 
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Inst rum ent _De a cri p_t ion i_ _ Parent Surv ey _ 



3rlef description of the laatruaent ; 

The parent Survey-Is a laven-Icen survey In English and Spanish, It was designed 
to assess parents' preferences among different ways of involvement in their 
children's education. Each Item described a way in which parents could be 
involved, and asked parents to circle one of four responses corresponding to 
their level of interest. 



To whea was the instrument anrnjntste^Hd? 

The survey was mailed to parents of 400 randomly Chosen Chapter I students, with 
the restriction that parents who had participated in other ORE surveys were not 
selected , 



27f ^tt?j»3 vara -the— ins^ysae 



Once. A second form was sent to parents who failed to respond to the first one. 



Vhen was the Instrument a^g^^ stared? 
May 1983. 



Shara was the IsagrMaenK administered? 

The survey Was mailed to the home address of the studeriSs^ £h the Jample. 
Vr.o a da la I s-C ar-e d the Lzm rrjacr::? 



It was self-administered. Either parent (or guardian) could fill it but. 



gga^-tr-aiaiag did t he adai -sl^ crajio ra have f 
None. 



*as the Instrument administered vizder standardised catidisjotts? 
No. 



Parents who chose to complete and return the survey may differ in their pattern 
of interests from those who did not respond. 



Vho developed *ha izssr'^asn t? 

ORE Chapter 1 Staff, vith review and suggestions by other SISD personnel. 

Vhat. rglilbl-ir-r ar.d •rallcitT- data ar* available the 1^5 truzrer.t? 
None. 



Are tr.era r.crz: da 
No. 



l va il ab 1 2 i: r ir. tar^recizg the results? 
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PARENT SURVEY 



Purpose 



The Parent Survey was intended to help answer, the following questions: 

Decision Question D5 ; Can improvement be made in the\ ways 
the Chapter 1 program encourages parental involvement \ in 
their children's education? 



Evaluation Questions B5-1 : Are there alternate 



methods of participation that parents would prefer 
to those currently offered (Rainbow Kits, District- 
wide PAC's)? 

Another evaluation question, focusing on more specific issues about \ 
Rainbow Kits, was originally to be addressed by this Parent Survey, 
However, a separate Rainbow Kit Questionnaire (Appendix K) was conducted 
to address this question instead. 

Procedures 

After reviewing results of previous Parent Survsys and meeting with the\ 
Parental Involvement Specialist, ' ckert-type items for the Parent Survey 
were generated to assess how int ted parents might be in a variety of \ 
activities, including Rainbow Kits and PAC meetings. Thus, parents' \ 
interest in a particular activity could be examined separately, and also \ 
relative to other activities. (A survey requiring ordinal ranking of \ 
most- to least-preferred activity might also have been confusing to fill V 
out.) \ 

In order to draw the sample for the Parent Survey, a list of all Chapter 1 

students was first obtained. Then, parents of students who were already \ 

included in the Parent Survey samples of the District Priorities and Chapter \2 
evaluation staff were eliminated from possible names in the Chapter I sample. \ 
Parents whose children were receiving Chapter 1 Rainbow Kit Questionnaires V 
were not eliminated from this sample because almost all the Chapter 1 students^ 
at three schools would have been eliminated and it was f?it_that this would 
distort the sample too much. A "random" sample of 400 students was then 
drawn from the list of Chapter ? students remaining, with the provision 
that only one child per family was chosen. Thus, the final sample was some- 
what of a modified random sample. 

In late April* the surveys^ stamped-return envelopes, and cover letters 
were mailed* using the bulk mailing procedure. Copies of the survey 
and cover letter, which included a Spanish version as well as an English 
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one, are contained in Attachment D-l. An identification number for each 
student in the sample was placed under the stamp of the return envelope 
of each survey, so that follow-up letters could be mailed to those parents 
who did not respond. In late May, the follow-up letters were mailed. A 
copy of the cover letter is included in Attachment D-2. 



Analyses and Results 

Of the original 400 surveys mailed, two were not able to be delivered due 
to the student's address being incorrect on the Family File. A total of 
117 surveys were returned, although not all of those were completely filled 
out. Of the 398 surveys that were deliverable, this represents a return 
rate of 29.4 percent (which is slightly higher than that for the 1981-82 
Parent Survey.) This return rate is relatively low, however, and results 
should be interpreted with caution. 

Analyses consisted Of calculating frequencies of each response for each 
item, and also calculating mean and median levels of interest for each 
item. Missing data are reported but were not included in the calculation 
of means shown in Figures D-l to D-7. (The data are stored on permanent 
file A020; control cards are on file PSCGF, and data are stored on tile 
PARENT.) 

The results indicate that all the activities were- of some interest 
to parents, with item means ranging from 1.351 to 2.229 (a Value of 1 
indicates the greatest interest and a "4" indicates no interest.) The most 
preferred activities, in order from greatest to least interest * are: 

Mean Median 

Math Rainbow Kits 1.351 1.212 

Reading Rainbow Kits 1.372 1.234 
Attending worksh- ;s to 

learn to help thfcir child 1.759 1.684 

Helping with school events 2.000 h? 15 



PAC Meetings 

Working with children at 
school 



2.045 1.992 



2.161 2.096 
Helping teachers at school 2.229 2.149 

ft is clear that parents like activities that directly involve them in the 
process of educating their child; If Rainbow Kits prove to be prohibitively 
expensive in the future, similar but less expensive alternatives might be 
considered.. (Appendix H further indicates that parents find these activities 
to be valuable.) 
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HELPING TEACHERS £ T SCHOOL 



CATEGORY LAHEL 

VERY INTERESTED 

INTERESTED 

NOT VERY INTERESTED 

NOT AT ALL INTERESTS 



CODE 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

BLANK 
TOTAL 



ABSOLUT: 
FRE 3 

24 

47 

27 

II 

B 

117 



RELATIV 1 
FREO 
(PCT) 

2 0 .5 

40.2 

2 3.1 

f ;.4 

5.8 
100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FRE 3 
(?CT> 

22.0 

43.1 

24. R 

10.1 

MISSING 
100.0 



MEAN 2.229 MEDIAN 2.149 

V A 1 1 R CASES 199 MISS INS CASES d 

Figure Dl : RESPONSES TO ITEM 1. 



MCDE 



I T E M 2 



A IRKING WITH CHILDREN AT SCHDJL 



CATEriCRY LABEL 

VhRY I NTEf. : * STED 

I i<TE FESTER 

NOT VERY : v ; - E RESTED 

5 OT ALL I.MTERESTE 



CODE 
1. 
2. 

3o 
4* 

HLA .\K 
TOTAL 



ABSOLUT: 
FRE 0 

2* 

4 7 

2 3 



11 7 



R EL A T I V 
FREO 
C^CT) 

25-^ 

4 0 .2 

2 v ; S 

- 3 

1 6 z . 6 



ADJUSTED 

c r-:o 

(PCT) 
2^.C 

42. : 

2 5.0 

r;o 

M I S S I K S 
10 0. 0 



M E A l\ 2.1^1 MEDIAN 2 ■» 0 > -J 

k / A L I D C^3EL"i 112 MIS S I f i 5 C^S r f, j 

Figure D2 : RESPONSES TO riEM 2r / 
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ITEM2 



MATH R A IN80W KITS 



CATEGORY LABEL 

VERY INTERESTED 

INTERESTED 

MOT VERY" INTERESTED 

NOT fll ALL INTERESTE 



CODE 
1. 
2. 
3* 
4. 

BLANK 
TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
f RE Q 

89 

1 

3 

11 7 



RELATIV 
FREQ 
CPCT) 

3*4 

i 

2 m'6 

100.0 



MEAN 1.351 
VALID CASES 114 



MEDIAN 1.212 
MISSING CASES 3 



Figure D3 : RESPONSES TO ITEM 3-; 
ITEM4 READING RAINBOW KITS 



C A TEG CRY LABEL 

VERY INTERESTED 

I NTERESTEO 

NOT UERY INTERESTED 

NOT *T ALL I NTERE STE 



CODE 
1. 
2. 
3. 
^. 

RLANK 
TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
PRE 3 



/ 



7 7 

\ 1 

I 
4 

11 7 



RELA TIV 

F R E C .' 
(?CT) 

£,5 .8 

3.* 
. 3 

3 ;q 

10 1.0 



MEAN • 1*372 

VALIC CASES 113 



MEDIAN 1.23$ 
MISSfNo CAGES * 



Figure D4 : RESPONSES TO ITEM 4, 
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ITEMS 



A r TENDING WORKSHOP: 



CA TEG CRY LABEL 

VERY INTERESTED 

I NT CRESTED 

NOT VERY INTERESTED 

NOT AT ALL INTERISTE 



£ ODE 

i . 

2. 
q « 

B I . A NK 
i ■.'fat 



MEAN 1.759 
VALID CASES 112"- ^ 

Figur- D5: RESPONSES TO ITEM 5 



ABSOLUT: 
PRE Q 

47 

43 

1 2 

5 

ii 7 



RELA TIV 
CPCT) 

40 «2 

41 .? 

10 .3 
130.0 



ME u I am J i.oBi M 

^1 3.3 f N 5 CASES 3 



AD JUS TED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

42.0 

43.8 
10.7 
3.6 

Mi SS IN*5 

i : o . n 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT 

42^0 
35.7 

ioo. 6 



2. co: 



I TEM6 



PAC MEc T I MGS 



C A T£ G CRY LA 3cL 
VERY INTERESTED 

I nterest-:d 

"JOT \i £ R Y I N TE'*ESTED 
MOT AT-ALL I *J TERE STE 



COdE 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4 . 

^LANK 
TOTAL 



A ^SOLUT: 
FRSQ 



1 \ 

6 

5 

117 



relative 

eq 

( PCT) 
21 .4 

15.4 
5.1 

1 9 Q . 9 



ADJUSTED 
FPc'3 
< PCT) 

25. 3 

56.3 

15. 

5. 4 

MISSING 



CU -1 

fre q 

(PCT 
22.3 
73.^ 
34 .ri 
IOCS 



MEAN 2.3 45 - MEO I A M 

VALIC C A 3 E 1 112 " MfS^IN 3 CASE' 

Figure D6: RESPONSES TO ITEM 6. 
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I TEH 7 HELPING WITH SCHOOL EVE 



CATEGORY LABEL -00^ 
VERY INTERESTED " !• 

INTERESTED 2i 
NOT \<ERY INTERESTED 3. 
NOT AT ALL I NT.ERI STE 4. 

BLANK 
TOTAL 

M£AN 2.000 . MEDIAN 

VALID CASES 1.12 MISSING 



Figure D7 : RESPONSES TO ITEM 7. 



/ 

/ 

./ 
./ 

■/ 

■/ 
/ 

/ 

N i 3 



RELATIVE ADJUSTED _ CO 



ABSOLUTE F 3 EQ FRE Q FRE 

F RE Q (PCT) (PCT) CPC 

3^ 2? .1 30.4 30i 

53 45.3 47.3 77. 

16 13.7 14.3 92. 

9 7.7 8.0 100. 

4.3 MISSING 

ii7 ij3 jujo : — "To 0.0 

1.915 MGDE " 2.QZ 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Gffiee of Research and Evaluation 




April 26, 1983 



L lav Barents : 

We are interested in finding out the ways in which parents 
prefer to be involved with their children's education. Your 
answers to this questionnaire will help in the School District 
to set up program to help parents participate in Austin 
schools. 

It should only take k ttw minuses to answer the enclosed 
questionnaire. To returning it as easy as possible, 

we are enclosing a stamped, self -addressed envelope. Please 
return your completed questionnaire as soon as possible. 
Your ansvsrs are very important to us. 

If you have <■ ay questions, please call Perry Sailor or_Wanda 
Washington at £58-1227. Thank you very much for your time. 

Sincerely, 

/ 



FreHa M . Hollev, Ph.D. O 



Freda M. Hplley, Ph.D. 
Director^ Office of Research and Evaluation 

FHH:PS:sc 
Enclosure 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

Parent Survey 



Attachment D-i 
(Page 2 of 4) 



There are many ways in which parents can be involved in their children's L _ 
education. For example, this year Reading and Math Rainbow Kits and Parent 
Advisory Council meetings are in use in some schools. 

To help us plan next year's activities, we would ^ike to know how interested 
parents would be in various kinds of activities. For each activity listed 
below, please circle the gasggtts* that shows how interested xn it you would 
be if it were available next year. 



i. Halping teachers at school (preparing materials, decorating room, etc.). 



very 
interested 



interested 



not very 
interested 



riot at all 
interested 



2. Working with children at school. 



very . 
interested 



interested 



not very 
interested 



not at all 
interested 



3 ijsiti« Math Rainbow Kits, (Rainbow Kits are take-home activities , with all 
opr.crisis provided, on which parents and children work together). 



very 
interests 



interested 



not very _ 
interested 



not at all 
interested 



Using Reading Rainbow Kits, 
very 

interested interested 



not very 
interested 



not at.all 
interested 



5. Going to workshops to learn how to help my child with reading and math, 
how to make up learning games, etc 



• very 
interested 



interested 



not very ; 
interested! 



not at all 
interested 



Going to Parent Advisory Council meetings 
0 

very 

interested interested 



not ^e^y 
* interns"- 



noe at all 
interested 



Helping with school events (carnivals, plays, trips, etc.) 

interested . 



very 
interested 



not very 
interested interested 

Please return this survey in the enclosed envelope. Thank you for your 



82.37 



Attachment D-l 
(Page 3 of 4) 



26 ce Abril de 1983 



Padres de fanilia: 

Es tamos intarssados en saber como los padres de familia quieren 

involucraroe en la edueacion de sus ninos. Sus ^ e fpuestas a este 

cuescionario le ayudaran al Distrito Escolar a establecer prograr.as 
qua puedan airnentar la partieipacion de padres en las escueias de 



Le llevara solainenne unbs nir.utcs contestar este cuestionario . Por 
favor contestelo y ii.andelo lo antes posible. Incluirsqs un sobro 
rotulado con estampilla para ayudarle a regresarlo. Sus respuestas 
son muy imporrantes . : 

Si usted ciene preguntas, por favor Hame a Belinda Olivarez Turner 
al 453-1227. 

Sinceramente , 



Freda M. Hclley, Ph.D. 

Direcrora de Evaluacion e Inves tigacion 



Austin. 



FMH:?3:sc 
Ajunto 





Oficina de Inves tigacion y Evaluacion - 

82.37 * Attachment: D-l 

. Cuestionario Para Los Padres ( Pa §* 4 of 4) 

Hay muchas maneras en que los padres se pueden irivolucrar en la 
educaciotl de sus ninos. Por ejemplo, este ano, ias juntas del 
Cohsejo de Padres de Familia y los "Rainbow Kits" de iectura y 
•Babesia tic as se estan usando en algunas escueias . 

Para ayudarnos a pianear las actividades del ano que vieiie 
queremos saber que tan interesados estan los padres en varias 
clases de actividades. Para cada actividad, encierre eri un 
circulo la respuesta que indique que tan interesado estaria 
usted si of recieran esa actividad ei ano entrante. 

L . Ayudar a las maestras en la escueia (preparar materiales, 
decorar el cuarto> etc.). 

no muy no estoy de ninguna 

interesado interesado interesado manera interesado 



2. Trabajar con ninos en la escueia. 

-^y no muy no estoy _de_ ninguna 

interesado interesado interesado manera interesado 

Usar Rainbow Kits de Matematica (Rainbow Kits son actividades que 
se llevan a casa en las cuales los padres y ninos irabajan juntos.) 

no estoy de ninguna 
manera interesado 



4. Usar "Rainbow Kits" de lectura. 

no estoy de ninguna 
manera interesado 



muy no muy _ 

interesado interesado interesado 



muy 
Lnteresadc 



interesado 



no muy 
interesado 



Ir a clases de antrenamianto_ para 
leer y con matematicas, como hacer 

muy 

interesado interesado 



aprender como ayudar a mi nino a 
juegos de aprendizaj e , etcT 

no muy no estoy de ninguna 

inte.resado manera interesado 



c . 



las Juntas del Consejo de Padres de Familia. 



nu y no muy . no estoy de ninguna 

interesado ,.nceresado • interesado manera interesado 



Ayudar con evsntes escolares (carn&vales , piezas dramaticas, 
viajes , ets: ) . 



•aijv * no Tnu - / - no estoy de ninguna 

interesado interesaco intaresadjgfr^ manera inceresado 

r O „ cr U~az ra.rese esze cuestionario en *l sobre indu£do. Gracizs ?or 

ML 
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DISTRICT 



Attachment D-2 
(Page 1 of 2) 



Dear Parents: 

A short time ago we sent you a questionnaire to find °ut How 
parents would like to be involved with their children's edu- 
cation and with the Chapter 1 and Migrant programs ifi AfSD. 

If you have not sent your questionnaire in yet, we wO^ld still 
like you to do so. Enclosed is another "copy of the question- 
naire, along with a return envelope for your convenience. Of 
course, if you have sent it in already > you do ;tot Trj&e to send 
another! 

If you have any questions, please call Wanda Washington at 
458-1227. * 

Your answers are very important to us. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Freda M. Holley, Ph.D. ~_ 

Director, Research and Evaluation 



FMH: vw 
Enclosure 
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Attachment D-2 
(Page 2 of 2) 



19 de mayo de 1983 



Padres de familiar 

Hace poco tiempo aue les envxamos un cuestionario para enterarnos 
como lbs padres de familia quieren estar involucrados en la educa- 
cion de sus niflrs y con los pro gramas del Capitulo 1/Migrante en 
el Distrito Escolar de Austin. 

Si ustad.no ha sandado su cuestionario todavia, nos gustaria que 
10 hiciera. Inciuido est! otra cOpia del cuestionario junto con 
un SObre rotuiado con estampilla para que los regrese. ffaturat,- 
mente, si usted ya to reareso, no es necesario qua ustsa envze 

OtJ>3 . ■ 

Si acaso usted tiene preguntas, por favor llama a Belinda Olivarez 
Turner al telefono 453—1228. 

Sus faspuestas son muy importante para nosotros. 

Muchas gracias por su tiempo . 

Sinceraments, 





Freda M. Holley, Ph.D. 
Directora, Oficina de Evaiuacion 
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File De scrip tion; Prekindergarten Longitudinal File 



3rlaf description of the data -fi3re:- 

This file, contains information on students [ who were _at_one time_in a District pre- 
fcindergartes program (beginning in 1978-79). Scores from the prekindergarten year, 
as well as available scores from subsequent years, are included on the file , with 
information on student ethnicity and later participation In Migrant arid Chapter 1/ 
title I programs. 

Which" students or other individuals are included-onr-the-glj^^ 

Any student who participated in an AISD prekindergarten class during the past 5 years. 
The. programs included are Title I/Chapter 1, Migrant, Happy Talk, At-Home,,, and 
Title VII, 



How often is information on the file added, deleted, oi 



The file was created in 1981-1982, but is now updated yearly. 



Vho is responsible for changing or adding information to the £±le4- 
The Chapter 1 or ChapEer 1 Migrant evaluation Staff. 



How-was the information contained on the file gathered? 

The file was merged with the various achievement test files, preklndo: partes 
program files, and program service files. 



Are— t h^re oroble-s with the information on the file that may-affect the 
validity of -the— da £3? 

Ic _is sometimes difficult to find student ID numbers for some students oh Che file. 
Often, this occurs when a pre- k_ student did not attend school in AISD subsequent 
to prekindergarten. However, in some _ cases, .achievement data might be omitted from 
a student's record merely because no ID number could be found. For the earlier 
years of prekind^rgar . en, records for students who were missing either a pre- or 
posttest score were not available. 

What data are available cor.carr.ir.g the accuracy af . d reliability of the 
information on the rile? 

The reliability of the achievement test inrormation can be found in technical reports 
tor each year a test vas given. 



rical— data available for interpreting Che 



Are tr.ere normative 
resuISs ? 

Yes. This file.itself is. a historical, record. There are national norms available 
for all of the tests, as well as districtwide data for AISD students who took the 



7 r-" ^ - ^pcc*- 




esc r t? t ior 



:he file layout:: 



The file contains student information (ID, name, birthday, ethnicity), and a.code to 
indicate which pre-k program a_ student attended. The year a student attended pre-k, 
and-hlsor her pre-k pre- and posttest scores (if .available) _are included. Spring 
(and fall) achievement test scores for years subsequent to the prekindergarten year 
are also included. (Migrant and Title I/Chapter 1 status for subsequent years is also 
included. ) 

__; *?b_iu 

m>niiwnim— wi— » 1 1^' 
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PREKINDERGARTEN LONGITUDINAL FILE 
Purpose 

The prekihdergarten longitudinal file was created to Provide information ' 
relevant to the following decision and evaluation questions: 

Chapter 1 Regular 1 

Decision r uestion D3: Should the Chapter i Early Childhood 
Education Program be continued, modified, or discontinued? 

Evaluation Question D3-2 : Do former E.C.* students 
score higher than comparable students in their schools 
when they reach higher graded/levels? 

*Pre-Kindergc:rten 

'_ J 

Chapter 1 Migran 



Decision Question D^ : Should the Early Childhood Education 
component be continued as it is/ modified, or deleted? 

Evaluation Question Dl-4: What have been the long- 
term effects of participation in Migrant Early Childhood 
Education component on migrant students 1 achievement? 



Procedure 



The following is a list of prekiridergarten programs that were included on 
the file at the time of this report: 

4 years of Title I (78-79, 79-80, 80-81, 81-82) 
4 years of Migrant (78-79, 79-80, 80-81, 81-82) 
3 years of Happy Talk (7.8-7 9 5 79-80, 80-81) 

1 year of At-Home (80-81) 

2 years of Title VII (80-81 , 81-32) 

The individual files from various programs had been previously combined into 
one large longitudinal file (called PREKL) . The student ID number, name, 
program type, program year, pre- and posttest scores were also moved from 
the individual prekindergarten data files to PREKL. Student Masterf ile 
information (from years subsequent to the pre-k year) was also added with 
"current school* "birthday, and ethnicity . Systemwide Testing files were 
used to update each record (see Figure E-l.) 
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v Year /'-est 

i 

"'Grade 78-79 78-60 --8Q-&1- 81-82 82^83~ 

EC x x x x x 

K "Boehm/Boehm Boehm/Boehm ITBS/ITBS ITBS/ITI 

1 ""*"l5tT/lTBS_ MRT/ITBS ' ITI 



2 
3 



Figure E-l. SUMMARY OF TEST SCORE INFORMATION CONTAINED ON PREKL 
FOR EACH COHORT OF PRE-K STUDENTS. 



Analyses 



For students who had participated in an AISD prekindergarten program, the 
pre-k longtudinal file (PREKL) was used to calculate their median percentil 
for the spring of 1983. For the comparison group, students who resided 
in traditional Title I areas, attended Chapter 1 sc -Is, and who had no 
AISD prekindergarten program were chosen. The Dist. Lctwide medians were 
obtained from Systemwide Testing reports. 



Results 



Figure E-2 shows the medians for each cohort of pre-k students as the 
students reach higher levels. Figure E-3 graphically depicts the scores 
of the 1978-79 pre-k cohort, and tentatively suggests, that long-term 
benefits to the students may be. re-emerging as they reach higher grade leve 
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Figure E-2. MEDIAN PERCENTILES FOR COHORTS OF PREKINDERGARTEN STUDENTS AS THEY 
REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS. 
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Retention/Promotion 
Appendix F 
COORDINATOR /TEACHER STUDY 



instrument jeatii^iuu. 



ERIC 



tocibc b? the I^er-aesc: 
The coordinator/ ceacner sciidy was designed to focus attention on retainees and 
foraer pre^k students in first-grade classrooms. Nine primary iris true clonal 
coordinators, wers. given randomly chosen ..ceac L _*rs :.o_work uich (usually five 
teachers each;.) .Coordinators were . interviewed at. the .end of the .school year to 
see what they had done and to obtain" ideas on -possible future intervent iqns_ f or 
tnese students. the form used to guide Eiie triCerViews included six questions. 



Eleven pfiiary instruct '.onal coordinators. 



How ^air/tires vas the ins truest adni^istarsd? 
One e . 

£He n v*s i ^-i-sstr-zrg-t adrriz lJtsred? 
May 1983. : 

Vr.ere was the inatr^-^e- adjinist er-^?- 

In ORZ or instructional coordinator offices. 

Vho administered trie tr^ :raw t ? _ 

Two 0R£ evaluate rs and tho Director of 0R£. 

Tr.at trai^nt Hid the" ad^r Is crators have: 

Administrators discussed the survey questions and the study prior to i;itervie 



ssared ^cer 5tr- -ardicec t e ndinis? 



■Tera there problems vi th the ir.s: 



rjrter. r. 



effect ^e- valldirr o: the data? 
rione that are kr.ovn. 



\'r_c -eyelete d the ir.s :~^:e::t? 
0R£ evaiuacji 1 . 



!>"o r aval 1 able . 



.iditv data v^ilabls-o^ 



Ars there :cn ^.2- ivail abla ::r :t:: r - a:i-t -he result*: 
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COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY 



Purpose 

The coordinator/teacher study supplied information relevant to the follow- 
ing retention decision and evaluation questions: 

Decision Question D2 : How effective have efforts been directed 
towards retainees? ShouJrl they be continued and/or modified? 

Evaluation Question D2- 1 0 : Does fdcu?i.ng special 
at tent ion on retainees have an impact on their 
achievement? \ 

Evaluation Question D2-1 1 : If so, what methods 
seem most effective in meeting the needs of the 
retained child? 

This study was motivated by a desire to see wh*. '.her having coordinators 
focus special attention, on retainees and former, pre-k students in first- 
grade classrooms could have an impact on student achievement. These 
groups have special he'* 3 s - - pre-k students often make gains which do 
not seem to be maintained in_ kindergarten and first-grade and students 
are most often reclined at the first-grade level, 



Procedure 

Development 

The Director of ORE suggested the study in October 1982 to the Director of 
Elementary Curriculum. She liked the idea and invited the Director, eval- 
uators for the retention and Chapter ) evaluations to meet with the coor- 
dinators at their first November meeting to discuss the proposal. The ORE Di 
rector and evaluator for retention met with the coordinators November 4. 
The discussion guide for the meeting is included as Attachment F-l. De- 
cisions made at the meeting were that: 

-Primary coordinators were willing to participate. 

-ORE would determine how many classrooms included pre-k and 
retained students and randomly assign each primary coordinator 
a maximum of five teachers to work with- 

-Coordinators would only be required to provide . the lists to 
the teachers and offer their help in dealing with the students 
as a group or on an individual basis. Beyond this, coordina- 
tors would keep notes of further contacts made and help pro- 
vided through ?:Vw-: r.vzt ?f the school year . 

-The Project r±SS cc :. r.'dinztor said she ard her tr., \ iwrs would 
like to participate: These classes were also served by 
regular instructional coordinators. 



-Most coordinators felt they had ideas on what to recommend for 
retainees but that a list of ideas on helping pre-k students 
would help. The Director of. Elementary Curriculum said she 
would try to develop a list with the help of a coordinator- 
committee if she had time (this was not accomplished during 
the 1982-83 school year). 

-Three coordinators volunteered to meet with the ^valuators 
again to finalize details once the number of pre-k and re- 
tained classes was known; 

The programmer for the retention study then developed a computer listing 
by school arid ciass of all retainees arid/br pre-k students. A problem 
was discovered at this point - - teacher ass igrimerits for s tuderits were 
only available for those student's who had taken the Metropolitan Read- 
iness Test (MRT) in the fall (an optional test). The only information 
available for the rest of the students was school assignments. This 
necessitated calling or visiting approximately 30 schools to find out 
which classrooms the students were iri . Schools were called if a small 
number of students were unassigried (the MRT was given at the school but 
the students were absent or the teacher code was missing) and visited if 
none of the stucxnts were assigned to classes. The_ evaluation assistants 
for Chapter 1 and Retention completed this task. The evaluators and the 
coordinator subcommittee met and finalized details of the ntudy once an 
approximate number of classes had been established. 

A total of 45 of the 61 elementary schools _had retainees or pre-k students 
i:i their first-grade classrooms. About 200 classrooms included retainees 
and/ or pre-k students, 132 included both types of students ._ The sample 
was drawn from the 132 classes which included both types of students. A 
random sample of 5 closes was then drawn for each of the 9 regular coor- 
dinators. Seme ':■ v. ^er pools of classes to choose from tnan others 
because of t>* • vistr^. ution of retainees and pre-k students in the District. 
Seven clas . . u^re randomly chosen for the regular coordinators that were 
also served by one of the four Project PASS trainers. 

Distribution 

The primary coordinators were sent final study details, lists of classes, 
and an optional recording form on Decsmbo; 1st (see Attachment F-2) . Coor- 
dinators were asked to contact the teachers .just after the winter break. 
Ciass lists showed the teachers 1 name and school- and these students who . 
were retained and/or pre-k students in each class. Two coordinators called ' 
about classes on their list that were really served by other coordinators, appro 
priate adjustments were made. This resulted in the addition of one coor- 
dinator to the study, for a total of 11 coordinators. A master_.list of 
coordinators and ciass assignments is included as Attachment F-3. 

Part I - Interviews 

The survey form was developed by the evaluator f r the retention study, 
discussed with ?he Project PASS and Chapter 1 e .tors and Director, and 

finalized early in May (see Attachment F-4) . , .nators were randomly 

split into two groups of six and five for interviews. The Director inter- 
viewed six coordinators and District Priorities evaluators interviewed five 

F-4 <* J o 



(the retention evaluator interviewed four and the Project PASS evaluator 
one). Responses were then discussed in a meeting June 6. 



A n a 1 yses and ^R. esu-l^s 

There was a wide variety in the types of answers or comments which were given 
in response to the interview form. In addition j three different individuals, 
conducted interviews.. Thus, mathematical "tallying' 1 of the _resul ts_ was_ diffi- 
cult on some items. Quantitative data were available and of special relevance 
to the study on the topics noted below. Of the eleven coordinators that were 
interviewed , eight reported that they had supplied the targeted teachers with 
the list of former pre-kihdergarten and retained students. One of the three 
remaining coordinators reported that she did no additional intervention with 
these teachers (and did not provide the lists because she was not certain 
whether -y: not she wis supposed to do so). The students of those teachers vere 
omitted from the analyses.. The Project PASS coordinator reported that the 
trainers did not provide their teachers with lists of retainees and former 
p.r e-P.indergar ten students, although these lists were available from the regular 
coordinator. Trainers -"*id work on special plans for all B i. -ick retainees but not 
as part of this study. A third coordinator did net- provide lists, but asked 
teachers if they knew which students in their class were retainees or former 
pre-kindergar ten students. In addition, she reported several other special 
activities with those teachers, and students in those classes were included 
in the analvsas. 



Only one coordinator actually reported th-jt she vr • *■ ^ vith the targeted teachers 
move than she usually vould. Four coordinators that they discussed 

with teachers ways to work with parents of ret ree coordinators 

discussed with teachers ways to improve retainer. . ~ concept and attitude 

toward school, while the same number discuss, "•. jal skill' 1 work with these 
students. Two coordinators referred teachers to the tapes available on diagnosis, 
direct-instruction, and self-concept of retainees. 

The coordinators who were interviewed as part of this study had several 
suggestions and comments about working with. these ;wo student populations. 
In general, they felt that callir.g teachers' attention to- these students was 
helpful, and that more specific suggestions and/or a more structured interven- 
tion would be useful. It was r .?. 1 t that there was a need for this "focusing 11 to 
occur at the beginning of the sl j1 year, with some individualized instruc- 
tional or enrichment activities considered for these children. For example, 
retainees might benefit fiom using a different basal reader when they rep*" t~ a 
grade level. It was suggested that lists of these students, :r all low- 
achieving students, could be given to both teachers and c.oorc' nators. Fina_y, 
teachers need to be made aware of the curriculum covered in kindergarten and 
pre-kxndergarten classes. 

There were also some recurring comments about teaching methods for retainees. 
One concern was the need for smaller class sizes and more awareness of the needs 
of retainees by teachers of these students. There is a need to avoid teaching 
the same material twice in the same way. New teachers appeared to have greater 
difficulty in the area of working with retainees. . Teachers appeared to be more 
aware of who the retainees were than of forme- P re ~^ students. Also, the 
coordinators seemed to find it easier to give suggestions for. helping re';ainees 
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than for helping former pr>- ; ^ ^ t -;.^ : :nr s . More suggestions and comments are 
included in Attachment 



7nforw;.ntion 



Analyses 



Since many of the students on ctie original list did not have teacher assign- 
ments, the District Priorities' cN..a analyst first determined class assign- 
ments by a match with the student Master File,. This was necessary to divia.. the 
students into a treatment and .control group--the process basically duplicated 
what was done by hand in the fail. 

Regression analyses were then run using Jenning 1 s MODEL program and AISD's 
IBM 4341 computer. In math, Math Total ITBS scores for spring 1982 and spring 
1983 were compared. In reading, Reading Total scores for the two years were 
used for the retainees. However, Language Total scores had to be used as a 
pretest for former, pre-k students since kindergarteners do not take a reading 
test: The regression analyses tested whether there was any difference in the 
achievement of former pre-k and retained students who were in classes where 
"target" lists were distributed and those classes where they were not. The 
coordinator who did not distribute the lists to her teachers or do additional 
intervention with the teachers was not included in either group. One regression 
analysis was run for reading and one for math with both groups (former pre-k 
and retainees) ^mbxned. Means were also calculated for former pre-k students, 
retainees, and L ormer prc-k retained students in both reading and math. 

Results 

No sicnificant differencec were found in the achievement of students in target 
classes compared with controls. This was true both in reading and math. A 
linear relationship was found between pre- and posttest scores iri math with r 
curvilinear' relationship in reading. The correlation between pre- and oosttes . 
scores was -38 in reading and .53 in math. 

Mean - etest and posttest scores are shown for former pre-k, retained, and forme: 
pre-k students who were also retained in Figures F-1 through F-4. There figures 
reveal very little difference in gains or achievement patterns for either pre-k 
or rer dined students. 

Overall, it appears that this intervention was not sufficient to impact student _ 
achievement. It could be that a more structured intervention provided earlier n 
the school vear might be helpful. Some alternative strategies might also be 
considered.' G i the administrator survey, administrators indicated that more 
direct heJ- from instructional coordinators to the teachers of retainees might 
be very helpful. 




N Prete£t*(K) . Posttest (1 s t) Gain 

Treatment: ' 63 .5143 1.8889 * 

e5i-:6± 167 .4641 1.6467 * 



Figure F-i. 



SCORES FOR FORMER PRE-K STUDENTS IN GRADE 1 
(PRETEST: LANGUAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT, POST- 
TEST: READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT ; ) 



*No gain compated, since a reading pretest 
score was unavailable. 



Treatment 

Control 



N 



Pretest -QC)- 



Posttest (I r t) Gai n 



68 

18ft 



.3515 

. 4 016 - 



1.6706 
1 . 6402 



1.3191 

1.2386 



Figure F-2. SCORES FOR FORMER PRE-K STUDENTS IN GRADE 1 
(MATH GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, SPRING 1982 
AND 1983.) 
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Group 


N 


Pretest 


Posttest 


Gain 


Retainees 


Treatment 


51 


1.0078 


U8056 


0.7980 




Control 


138 


1.0466 


i . V?00 


0.8775 


Retainees 


Treatment 


9 


1.2000 


. £222 


0.6222 


w/ Pre-K 


— Control - - 


25 


1.0360 


. , i' hOO 


0.7240 



Figure F-3. READING SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND RETAINEES WITH 
PRL .IEADING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS, SPRING 

198T '983.) 
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Figure F-4. MATH SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND RETAINEES WITH PRE-K. 

(MATH TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS, SPRING 1982 AND 1983.) 
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Nov^iab- • 1982 
3:00-4:00 



COORDINATOR STUDY 



1. What is the study designed to do? 

- t0 determine whether calling teacher attention to fir^c -grade students 
with special' needs (retainees and former pre-K students) and offering 
help in dealing with these student? makes a difference to student 
achievement c 

- to determine what coordinators di 1 with teachers that might account 
for this difference (advice given, actions taken, etc.) 

2. What must coordinators do for tha study? 

- The study is designed to be "naturalistic," and capture normal coor- 
dinator interaction with teachers as much as possible. The only 
things cooriJnators must dc are: 

A. Gall selected teachers' attention to retainees and former 
pre-K students in their classrooms, 

B. Offer to help the teacher on request with addressing the 
needs of these students (individually or as a group). 

C. Report to ORE on visits made _and advice given (through 
calendar notes, observation forms, other forms, and/or 
interview) e 



- Coordinators do not have to: 

A. Assess individual student problems through testing or 
other means unl-ass they normally would. 

B. Visit a set number of times beyond the first contact. 

Meeti ng Questions . 



1. How many classes should coordinators be assigned? 

2. Should Project PASS schools be treated separately? Are Project PASS and 
regular coordinators working with the same classes? 

3. Do the efforts of regular coordinators overlap with those of Special Ed 
and special progvam coordinators at the .first-grade level? ^ 

4; Do coordinators need a form to record advice given and visits? If so, of 
what type? Should use be optional? Would April interview be sufricient? 
Should a checklist of possible interventions be created? 

5. Do coordinators need or want \3vice past that given through the retention 

cane script? ... 

6. Will coordinators know what to suggest to do for pre-K students? b .ould 
a list of suggestions be developed? 
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• 82.37 Attachment F-2 

(Page 1 of 3) 
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

December 1, 1982 



TO: Primary Coordinators Addressed 

FROM: Nancy^Baenen Schu^er, Karen Carsrud 

. . ... ..i 

SUBJECT: Working with First-Grade Teachers 

i 

We met with the subcommittee (Rita Gibbs, LaVonne Rogers, Etta Hdllins) set 
up to work out details on the coordinator/teacher study. We made some deci- 
sions about how coordinators should v rk with the teachers^ of first-grade 
retainees and former pre-KL students. "I'm sorry it has taken this long to 
get all the materials together, but ycu know how it goes sometimes! 

Attached are a summary guide, your lx:ii of five classes to work with and an 
optional recording form which you i use if you wanti The committee decided 
the retention scripts and your own -<perience and research were- sufficient to 
give you ideas on how to work with retainees i The group felt some ideas on 
working with pre-K students might • : , helpful, and Timy may have contacted 
some of you about developing a list. You can recommend any techniques ycu 
think will be effective to the tr^chers • 

Start contacting your teachers right: after the winter break. The lists pro- 
vide : should be right, but don't be too surprised if a child has transferred 
in or out of a class. 

OTL.rvC^rrf 
Attachments 



Persons Addressed: Cecile Banks 

IdLta Gibbs 
Yolanda Leo 
Maria Elena Martinez 
Graciela Morales 
taVonne Rogers 
Ana Sai^ ;as 
Graciela Zapata 
Paoia Zinnecker 
Etta Hollins 



» y s • > 

Approved : .^2X—^-^A^ ^^'-..-z^y 

Director, Office of Research and Evaluation 

cc: Ruth MacAiiister, Timy Baranoff 
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COORDINATOR STUDY 
GUIDE 



Attachment F-2 
(Page 2 of 3) 



What is the purpose of the study? 

The general purpose is to find out whether calling teacher attention to 
first-grade students, vith special needs (retairiees and former pre-K stu- 
dents) arid offering help_in dealing with them makes a. difference to the 
students 1 achievement. If so, the advice given and actions taken by 
coordinators will be examined to see if effective techniques can be iden- 
tified. 

What mast coordinators do for the study? 

The study is designed to be "n* tu*': : ^."' ^stic" and capture normal coordinator 
interaction with teacher hh miscA ?;s possible. The only things you mus t do 
are : 

1. Visit the classroom of the five selected teachersat least once. 
Call their attention to the retainees and former pre-K students 
in their classrooms; 

2. Offer. to help the teazher address the needs of these studeu:s 
individually or as a group on request. 

3. Keep track of advice given to ceachers on students individually 
or in general , on _the number of visits made, &i.-< on any evidence 
that "he teacher followed through (from self- report or observa- 
tion). You can keep notes on your calendar, observation^ eras ,. 
the optional form attached,, or in another convenient waj. Just 
have the information available in April or May when ynu #ill_/be 
interviewed by an ORE evaluator. 

What is optional? What do coordinators noC have to do?^ 

1; Coordinators do not have to visit a set number of times. past the. 

first contact. Do what you normally would and respond to teachers' 
requests for help. 

2. Coordinators do not have to assess individual student problems 
through testing or other means u?"" : * '■' normally would do so. 

3. Ideas can be taken from the "Fticv.s action" sheets tor 
retainers based cn the tapes bat :> to be. Suggest 
whatever techniques - >. u think a*~e appropriate; 

What about classes also served by special area coordin ator s? 



You Say have classes also served by special, education or Chapter I - .^.■initia- 
tors or a Project PASS specialist. Serve these classes as you normal, y vox. Id; 
Special Education and Chapter I coordinators will not receive the Hot of stu- 
dents but the Project PASS specialist will. Coordinate? your efforts with hex- 
to the extent you normally would. tfe will ask hew this worked out next spring 
in the interview. 



8-2.37 Attachment F-2 

' (Page 3 of 3) 

COORDINATOR/FIRST-GRADE TEACHER STUDY 
OPTIONAL RECORDING SHEET 

DATE OF VISIT: 

TEACHER: . . . : 
STUDENT(S) : 




AREA OF NEED: 



PROPOSED SOLUTION: 



V 
\ 



\ 



DATE OF VISIT- 
PROGRESS REPORT: 
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Attachment F-3 



COORDINATOR: 

TEACHER : 

WILLIAMS, MARY 
FELL i_ ANNA. 
ACOSTX^ T_MELDA__ 
CAROLYN CLEMONS 
NINA ARNOLD 



SCHOOL 



ROSEWOOD 
SIMS ' 
RIDGETOP / 
TRAVIS HEIGHTS ' 
TRAVIS HEIGHTS / >* 



G 



COORDINATOR: GRACIELA. ZAPATA, 



SCHOOL 



SEPULVEDA, DELORES ZILKER / 

JACKSON, ALICIA ZILKER. / 

MYERS-ORTIZ, CATHY LINDER / 

SAENZ, SYLVIA SANCHEZ / 

ZOCH, JERRILYN LINDER L f 



2 

/ 
/ 



COORDINATOR: RITA GIBBS 



TEACHER 

LOPEZ, DORA___ 
OLVERA, MARTHA 
GIL, RICHARD 
SANCHEZ, CYNTHIA 
MACARI 



SCHOOL 

^ BECKER 
XCASIS.. 
DAWSON 
BECKER 
ODOM 



i. 3 



COORDINATOR: ANA SALINAS 
TEACHER 
KELSO, _BE1JLAH 
REED, JAYNE 
ALLEN, JEAN 
POSTERS, ROSE 
BROWN, AVENELL 



HIGHLAND. PARK 3. ^ 
ANDREWS *y ( 

ANDREWS _ ____ 3,3 
HIGHLAND PARK 3 
MAPLEWOOD / [ I 



COORDINATOR: PAOLA ZINNECKER 



TEACHER 



SCHOOL 



YAZDANPANAHI, RUBY HARRIS I 
MC SHEA, ELLEN . METZ if 
RAMSEY, REBECCA HARRIS &~ 
HARTENSTEIN, JOYCE PECAN SPRINGS I / 
SURSTYN, AD ALINE METZ £ 3~ 



4 



COO RDINAT O R: GRACIELA MORALES 



TEACHER 



ROBLES, VICKI 
*R0WN, MARY 
NELSON, JUDITH. 
NEWMAN, LUDESSA 
HERNANDEZ, MARY 



SCHOOL 






ALLAN 


3 


L 


ALLAN 


7 


3- 


ALLAN 




: 3 


GOVALLE 


/ 


1 


ALLISON 


3 





COORDINATOR: YOLANDA LEfr 
TEACHER SCHOGL 



MISENHEIMER, ELIZABETH JOSLIN 
RUST, LORI OAK SPRINGS 

MILLER, BETTY WILLIAMS 
HOLEKAMP, GEORGE ' LANGFORD 
COURTNEY, TERESA LANGFORD 



i \ 



COORDINATOR : ANITA UPHAUS 



TEACHER 

KINGSBURY, MARY N 
GUNTER, GLORIA 
LUCCHESE, MARGARET 



SCHOOL 

SUNSET VALLEY 3_ 

SUNSET VALLEY > 

SUNSET VALLEY / 



/ 



^QOR^iNATORr: — MARIA ELENA MARTINEZ 



TEACHER 



ANDERSON, LINDA 
FREDLEY, PHYLLIS 
DEUSER*. CAROLE 
HOUSTON, GOLDIE 
BRYANT, MAHY 



SCHOOL 

BROWN 
BROWN 
3R0WN 
ST. ELMO 
NORMAN 



¥ 

3 

i 3 



C OORDINA TOR: CECILE BANKS 

TEACHER SCHOOL 

MARTINEZ, JANIE HOUSTON 
^OTHERMOU, DIANE HOUSTON 



2- 



1 



COORDINATOR: ETTA HOLLINS 



TEACHER 



; Counter _ + g_._ 

S L0CCHESE ' M - 

Uv C nS£<. WILLIAMS, M- 
^e^iFELL^A... 

M*£.A < BRYANT, M. 
. *£&CH°UST0N, G. 



school 

sunset valley 
sunset valley i j 

SUNSET VALLEY .3 <-f 
ROSEWOOD y- 

SIMS,. J & 

NORMAN 3 _^ 

ST; ELMO 3 ^ 
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COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY — COORDINATOR INTERVIEW 



COORDINATOR 



1. 



WERE_YQU _ABLE_TO__PROViPE__THE LIST _0_F PRE-K AND RET_AINED STUDENTS_ TO 

THE_TM^ERS _.IN^YOUR_ GROUP ?__ DID . YOU_ TALK: WITH . THEM _ ABOUT__GENERAL_ 

INTERVENTIONS* WITH PRE-K_ AND RETAINED STUDENTS? _ ABOUT _SPECIFIC_INTER- 
'VENTIONS FOR SOME STUDENTS? _ WHICH TEACHERS REQUESTED SPECIAL HELP 

DURING THE YEAR? HOW OFTEN? : - 

v CHECK OFF: 



TEACHER 



SUPPLIED 
LIST 



GENERAL 
TALK 



REQUESTED 

SPECIAL 
: HELP 



NO. RET. 
OR^ PRE-K 
SPECIAL 
VISITS 



SPECIAL HELP PROVIDED 
(BRIEFLY DESCRIBE) 



3. 
A. 
5. 
6. 

7. 

y 



WHAT SPECIFIC. _ HELP_DID_ YOU PROVIDE TO _ TEACHERS, DURING. _THE_YEAR? _ DID 
HELP VARY BY TEACHER (IF SO, NOTE SPECIAL INTERVENTIONS GIVEN TO ONLY 
SOME TEACHERS ABOVE)? 



RETAINEES - 
TAPES :_ _ 

diagnosis 

direct instruction 

self— concept 

Darent- teacher conference 



DISCUSSED: 

working with parents 

ways to improve self- 
concept /attitude toward 
school 

specific skill work 

(what areas, materials?) 



OTHER. & COMMENTS : 



PRE-K STUDENTS : 

-special assignments to maintain skills 



-ways to check status and progress 



_what pre-K curriculum covers 
iNTS: 



SSfi 
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FOR THOSE CLASSES ASSIGNED TO A PROJECT PASS AND REGULAR COORDINATOR: 
DID YOU WORK INDEPENDENTLY OF THE OTHER COORDINATOR ASSIGNED TO THESE 
CLASSES? DID YOU COORDINATE EFFORTS? IF SO, HOW? 



DID YOU END UP WORKING WITH THESE TEACHERS MORE THAN YOU USUALLY WOULD? 
YES N O 

WHAT- CAN BE DONE THAT WILL BENEFIT PRE-K AND RETAINED STUDENTS THE MOST? 
WHAT DIRECTION SHOULD WE MOVE IN? WHAT INTERVENTIONS HAVE THE BEST CHANCE 
FOR SUCCESS? 

RETAINEES : 

\ 

PRE-K: 



REFLECT ON YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS EXPERIENCE. WAS IT HELPFUL TO 
TEACHERS AND STUDENTS? WHAT PROBLEMS DID YOU ENCOUNTER? DID THE LISTS 
HELP TO FOCUS ATTENTION ON THESE STUDENTS? DID TEACHERS WANT HELP? 
SHOULD THE INTERVENTION BE MORE STRUCTURED? 
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Attachment F-5 
(Page 1 of 3) 



This list represents a compilation of ideas taken from the interviews. Comments 
are paraphrased and meant to act as a starting point for possible brainstorming 
of ideas in the fail; 

detainees 

0 Recommend additional enrichment activities for students (e.g., word 
cards, sentence strips, supplemental books, things to do at home). 

• "Centers" to work in when regular work is finished. 

• Use teacher's voice on instructional tapes. 

• Build student's self concept. 

m Do not retain a child and make him Special' Education at the same time. 

• Continue special services to low achievers regardless of "financial 11 
status of campus student is ^s signed tb! 

« Increase communication between paired schools — standardize curriculums. 

• Teach alphabet and sounds to all kindergartners— some teachers lower 
their expectations for 1st graders who don't know the alphabet. 

• Capitalize on and nuture love of learning students exhibit entering 
first grade. 

• Special meetings with first-grade teachers. 

0 Staff Development. 

1 Consider placing retainees with more experienced teachers rather than 
hew teachers. 1 _■_ 

• • "Publish newsletter for teachers of retainees. 

• Place in group other than low. This will enhance student's chance for 
challenge and success. 

i Change basals if students move laterally.. 

• Do hot cover same material twice. 

• Smaller class sizes. 

• Stronger parental support. 

• Develop greater sensitivity in teachers working^ with retainees 
(guard identity of retainees, treat them as normal as possible, 
etc.).- ■ ___ _ ' 

• Adapt child to academic program rather program to child. 

• Create a list of at-home activities for retainees. 

• Make sure students know the purpose behind lessons and assignments. 

• Look at learning styles early in year to prevent problems. 

• Mixed emotions about retention — not big on retaining kindergartners. 
I know and parents know first-grade retention is best because of basic 
reading and math instruction; 

Prevention 

• Kindergarten curriculums need to be standardized across schools — 
especially in paired schools. Some students are better prepared for 
1st grace than others and teachers sometimes give up on those already 
behind. 

• Cater to child without singling him oat too often. 
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R9 ^ 7 Attachment F-5 

^ J , . (Page 2 of 3) 

• Provide direct instruction and practice with minimal independent 
work. . 

• Concentrate dri reading and math and teach these basics 

during , science and social studies as well — 1st and 2nd are last a 
chance for these basics. *- ; 

Former Pre-K 

• Continue in current direction. 

• More structured situation building on known skills. 

• Provide more direct teaching. 

• Monitor centers students use during kindergarten to detect 
whether academics centers are being avoided. 

- * Don't just focus on- volunteers , call on those who do not raise 
hands or ask questions . 

• Provide staff development in individualized instruction. 

• Kindergarten teachers should raise their expectations. 

• Assess at first--ddn't teach again. 

• Criteria should be followed in identifying children to be 
served by pre-k and teachers, should be told who had pre-k. 

• Increase kindergarten teachers 1 awareness of pre-k classes. 

• Higher level things need to ..go on in kindergarten—only tool 
to help teachers in form of seminar to enhance kindergarten. 

• Alphabet and sounds should be taught systematically in 

kindergarten. \ - _ -_. : 

Kindergartens across the District need to standardize what they 

teach more—new guide may help. - --_ f+r<=f 

Capitalize on anc. nurture the love of learning that kids come into ttrst 

^rade with. _ - - . ; 

Use new DLM materials being used at Sullett— balanced analytic 

and experience approach. 

9 Use grouping in kindergarten (e.g. like at Campbell). 

££her Comments 

• Teachers new to AISD seem to have difficulty coping with 
retainees and pre-k. _ _ _ 

• These students should be placed with more experienced teachers . 

• Kids 1 attitude must be kept positive. Some kids get very 
negative, especially retainees, who can* t understand the purpose 
of working on the same thing. Change kids 1 attitudes from; 

"l c*n't" to "I can. 11 
•Closely monitor students' progress. Use different series and 
forms of reinforcement. ; - 

• Let teachers enter information on special activities done with 
students on cumulative folders. 

• Black kids only—didn't make much difference if pre-k or not— most 
frequent topic was language— sometimes dialect problem— other 
times communication suggested teacher use tape recordings and 
have child listen— suggested teachers use poetry to help develop 
students' language skills. Tried not to focus on just coordination 
of pre-ic skills. Tried to use holistic rather than linear 
approach. 
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Attachment F-5 
(Page 3 of 3) 



• If students do riot learn by traditional method * teacher should 
develop alternate method of teaching. 

• Staff development workshop could be held to help teachers in 
selecting arid preparing materials for alternate teaching 
methods. 

• Not sure some teachers are aware of the difference between 
former pre-k and regular students. 
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Attachment F-6 
(Page 1 of 2) 
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Attachment F-6 
(Page 2 o% D 
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ECIA Chapter 1 v 

App sndix G 

INTERVIEW WITH DIRECTORS OF CHAPTER 1 
NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT INSTITUTIONS. 



Instrument Description: Interview with Directors of M & D Institutions. 



3rlaf^jesgiH.^55^€— the ink truaent : 

the interview* form consists of 15 open-ended questions administered orally c 
The items coyer such_ areas. as services provided, extent . of .contact with AISD 
schools, standardized testing and resident population characteristics. 



To vfaea was the instrument a^-f-^s taxed? 

The f our N & P.^irectors i whose ins titu tions received Chapter 1 f unds^ At one 
institution the executive director and administrative director, both participated. 
Some. directors referred. some questions to their institution's Chapter 1 teacher 
or aide, who responded later in writing. 

Hcv many -times via— th e instrumear. a a ^sijt er^d-?- - 

Once to each director. — -~ — ■ " 



chtt-^isa cruseg-r- arfn:f lis t er ed?: 

Three of the directors were interviewed in December 1982. The. executive and 
administrative directors of the'fourth were interviewed in April 1983. 



Where was the Instrtaeat aejlalsleared.? 
In the director's offices. 1 



Vho administered, the iastyseat? \ 
the Chapter 1 Evaluation Intern. \ 



raining did the arl^-'nis^racor -s-^av-e-i- 



None. 













as che ics era eat (admits t *r_sd cn\i er a taad ardgr ad condi ticns ? j 
The settings _^ere v allsimilar^ .Although the interviewer sometimes asked a 
director to clarify or further explain an answer the. order, of. the questions 
was the same v Even when the. subject answered a following question In the 
course of answering a preceding one, all questions were aslced- 



*era there oiyablams with the- tascraaea-s- o^r -sa- 



No. 



Vho developed the i5Sgz-i*segg?'. . 

The. Chapter 1 Evaluation totem, _with review by the Chapter 1 Instruction^^* 1 
Administrator and the Chapter I Evaluator. 



What reliapillrr and validity data are available gn-thg- las'sruaeiir- 



None. 
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INTERVIEW WITH DIRECTORS OF CHAPTER 1 
NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT INSTITUTIONS. 



Purpose 

Interviews with directors of four Chapter 1 N & D Institutions were conducted 
to help answer the following decision and evaluation questions: 

Decision. Question D4 : Should the N 5 D and non-public school y 

Chapter 1 corponents be modified? If so, how? 

Evaluation Question D4-I ; What Chapter 1 services are offered to students 
/ in N & D institutions? 

Because inf oration about the services and activities of the N & D institutions 
was not readily available, the interviews were not confined to questions 

directly pertinent bq Chapter 1 sera.ce, but also asked about student 

population characteristics, contact between the institutions and MSD schools, 
and standardized testing done at the institutions. (See Attachment G-l for the 
interview fonji. ) 

f 

Procedure 



The Chapter 1 Evaluation Intern conducted interviews with the Administrators of 
Salado House and Settlement ,Club Heme, and the Clinical Director of Junior 
Helping Hand Hone, cn December 2 and 3, 1982. The Executive Director and 
' Administrative Director of Middle Earth Unlimited were interviewed April 15, 
1983. (The directors at Settlement Club Hare and Junior Helping Hand Hone 
referred , the .questions about standardized testing to the on-site AISD teacher 
and the 'Chapter 1 tutor, respectively. These responses were obtained by 
telephone by the Chapter 1 Evaluation Intern and are noted where they occur in 
the results section. ) 

After the interviews were cenpieted, the tapes (for the first three interviews) 
or notes (for_ ihq • last ) were reviewed by the Chapter 1 \valuation Intern. 
Paraphrased summaries of responses are presented in <the results section of this 
, Appendix. \ , 

Results 

Summaries of the directors' responses follow. To . inprove coherence , questions 
and response summaries are grouped by comnon theme. 

... _/ 1: . 

ll WHAT SERVICES ARE .PROVIDED TO CHAPTER_1 STUDENTS HERE AT EACH 

FACILITY? HOW MUCH TLME PER DAY ARE STUDENTS SERVED BY CHAPTER 1? 
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^hrie of the institutions use Chapter 1 funds to .hire aides to work with 
students. The institutions differ in the number of hours budgeted for Chapter 
1 aides. The position at Salado House is half -tine, or a total of 740 hours 
for "the 185-day school* year. The aides at Junior Helping Hand Hone and 
Settlement Club Hone are budgeted for 504 hours and 357 hours, respectively. 
Salado House had trouble filling the position this year and had just hired the 
Chapter 1 aide at the tine of the interview. Planned services at Salado House 



were: 



- 9 Individual tutoring from 4:00 to 5:00 p.m. for students who are 

not doing well in school, as determined by weekly progress reports 
from the schools. 

• A supervised study hall for- all residents from 6:15 to 7:15 p.m. 
The Chapter . 1 aide assists students with problems during this •• 
time. 

• From 1:00 to 4: 00 p.m., the Chapter 1 aide visits schools and 
meets with teachers. 

Settlement Club Hare operates a full-day classroom, taught by an AISD Special 
Education teacher, for eight students. For part of the day, the teacher is 
assisted by the Chapter 1 aide, who works with individual students as needed . 
The aid- also takes over the' class for one hour per day. It should be noted 
that the 357 hours budgeted for the aide is an average of two hours per day for 
the 185-day school year. - 

At Junior Helping Hand Heme, children are served individually for twenty 
minutes at a time, twice a week. They are also served in groups of two or 
three twice a week. The director estimated . that each resident is served for 
about 30 minutes per day, combining her individual and small group work. 

Middle Earth Unlimited did not have an aide whose salary was paid with Chapter 
1 funds, but they did employ a tutor from other • funds who used materials 
purchased with Chapter 1 funds. This tutor had recently resigned and_ the 
Position was vacant at the time of the interview. Residents had been ^receiving 
tutoring in reading, writing, math, and independent-living skills, and. had been 
given assignments to do between sessions. The time spent averaged about an 
hour .per day per' student. 

H. HOW DO YOU SELECT STUDENTS TO RECEIVE CHAPTER 1 SERVICE? DO YOU 

ADMINISTER STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS? IF SO, 

WHICH ONES AT WHAT GRADES? WHEN (AT ENTRY? AT EXIT? EOTH?) 

None of/ the institutions are using standardized . reading achievement tests to 
selectChapter 1 students. Junior Helping Hand Heme used the California 
Achievement * Test (CAT) until this year but felt it was too hard for their 
residents. They ware looking for a more -appropriate. test and in the meantime 
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are basing their decisions about service on a combination, of criteria, 
including the school's placement . of the child (Special Education or regular 
classroom) and teacher judgement. \ 

At Settlement Club Heme, whether or not a student is served by Chapter 1 
depends on where the student _is placed: those in regular schools are not 
served (they are high school age), while those attending _ school at SCH are all 
served. The major' factor in the student's placement is emotional stability, 
not academic functioning, although the director pointed out that emotional and 
learning problems often occur together. At the time of the; interview, the 
director estimated that six of the eight students in the SCH classroom had 
learning " problems, and said that the Chapter 1 aide gave more attention to 
those lixT The ATSD teacher said that Settlement Club administers the 
Wcodcock-nJohnson test to each student as he or she enters and to all residents 
during the spring of every third year, but they do not use the results to 
determine Chapter 1 eligibility. 

Salado House residents are given a battery of tests at the statewide reception 
center, before they are referred to Salado House. The director was not certain 
wtrch reading achievement tests are administered at the statewide center, tut 
thought that both the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) and Metropolitan 
Achievement Test (MAT) are given. The school plans to start giving the WRAT to 
students just before they leave Salado House, as a posttest. Test scores are 
not used to determine Chapter 1 eligibility; all Salado House residents are 
served by Chapter 1. 

All Middle Earth residents aire served by Chapter 1 materials unless they have a - 
GED (as did three of the eight residents at the time of the interview^ All 
residents are administered the WRAT at entry and at exit. Middle Earth also 
receives achievement test results from residents' past schools. 

AH four institutions receive scores front any standardized tests administered 
to their residents in ATSD schools. Only Junior Helping Hand Heme receives 
" scores from other districts the students might previously. have attended. 

HI. IF YOUR STUDENTS . ATTEND AISD SCHOOLS K DESCRIBE THE KIND OF CONTACT YCU 
HAVE WITH THE SCHOOLS. DO YOU WORK WITH STUDENTS' AISD CLASSROOM 
TEACHERS IN PLANNING YOUR SERVICES? 

Eighteen of Salado ' House ' s 2^ residents ; attend AISD schools Salado House 
rSivS weekly written progress reports from teachers. _ Each AISD teacher 
rates each student on attendance, effort, and behavior, givesa grade for the 
Week >" and may write in additional comments. Salado House staff confers with 
Sacherf if problems occur. Also, the Director planned for the newly hired 
Chapter l ; a'ide to spend three .hours per day visiting schools and meeting with 
residents ' teachers . 

At Settlement "Club Heme, eight residents attend school in the AISD classroom 
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located on the grounds. AISDVs Special Ecfacatibn liaison visits once a week to 
supervise the teacher. The .remaining SCH residents attend regular AISD schools 
at least part time. Social -workers assigned to these students have contact with 
the students' schools. 

All Junior Helping Hand residents attend AISD schools. The case aide is a 
liaison between AISD schools and JHH staff. The Chapter 1 tutor meets weekly 
With each resident's AISD^teacher. 

At the tine of the interview/ no Middle Earth residents were attending school. 
Two had recently dropped out. .Middle Earth has traditionally had contact with 
counselors, not teachers. The Director said that, they needed to work with 
teachers more in the future. - 



IV. fcfiAT ARE Bffi BIGGEST PROBIEMS YOU HAVE IN PROVIDING EFFECTIVE CHAPTER 1 
SERVICE AT THIS INSTITUTION? 

The director of Salado House said that his biggest problem *as that the pay is 
so low ($5.63/hour, half -time) that it was hard to hire a Chapter 1 tutor. 
The position was not filled until the last week in November. 

The director of Settlement Club Heme and the Chapter 1 tutor at Junior Helping 
Hand Hare both said the students 1 emotional and behavioral problems are the 
biggest difficulties. fc 

The Executive Director of Middle Earth noted that lately more people wsre being 
\ referred to the institution by their families and by the Juvenile Justice 

system rather than the Child Welfare system, and that these people tended to be 
rare capable academically. As a result, many of the Chapter 1 materials in use 
were inappropriately easy and needed to be replaced. In addition, the 
Administrative Director noted several problems. First, all the current 
residents had full-time jobs. They were; not very motivated to spend free time 
on academics; moreover, most residents have had bad experiences vith school 
systesns in the past; 

Second, both programs run by the Middle Earth organization, "Spectrum" and 
. "Turning Point," are short term by design, with an average duration of 17 days 

. and 3 months respectively. Clients^ primary goals during that. time _are tp work 

and save soma money while they learn skills they need for independent living. 

. Traditional academic skills are not the highest priority. Finally, it is 
difficult to naintain a good learning environment in the midst of "home". The 
institution is designed to be a residence, not a school, and the physical and 
behavioral settings reflect this. 

7 

V. DO YOU FEEL THE CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM IS BENEFICIAL TO TOUR STUDENTS? 

All the directors thought that, despite the problems, Chapter 1 was very 
beneficial. The director of Salado, House qualified his answer because he was 
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new to the position and because the Chapter 1 tutor, had just been hired, but he 
said that based on his experience in a similar position in Corpus Christi , he 
thought Chapter 1 was beneficial. 

VI. HAVE YOU MADE ANY CHANGES IN YOUR CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM IN THE PAST TWD . 
YEARS? HOW SATISFIED HAVE YOU BEEN WITH THE RESULTS OF THE CHANGES? 

Each institution has made changes. Salado House was planning to extend Chapter 
1 service to residents who are not in school but are studying for the GED. 
Because they had not begun Chapter 1 service at the time of the interview, the 
director could not evaluate the results, but he thought it was a good idea. 

Settlement Club Heme lost funding for a Chapter 1 aide for evening tutoring, 
which forced an involuntary reduction in service and which the director 
regretted very much. Settlement Club Heme has also begun teaching with 
specific vocational and school goals in mind; as the director put it, "We 
measure ourselves more." For example, at the time of the interview the Chapter 
1 tutor was working with four of the residents with the specific goal of 
helping them get Saturday jobs; then she planned to evaluate their success 
within those jobs. ; ' 

The director at Junior Helping Hand Heme replied that they were doing more 
individual instruction than in the past, and that she was very satisfied with 
the results . 

Middle Earth Unlimited had made some procedural changes. They now administer 
th«* WRAT instead of the CAT as a diagnostic instrument, because the CAT took 
too long to administer, had too many subareas and gave them more detailed 
information than they needed. They are also having someone other than the 
teacher administer standardized tests. 

VII. raiAT IS THE AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY FOR A STUDENT AT THIS INSTITUTION? 
WHAT IS THE RANGE? 

The average in four to six months. Some students 
stay eight months; seldom does a student stay fewer 

than four months. 

■ ■ ■ / 

The average is a ^little over nine months. The range 

is one to two months to 2 1/2 years • / 

i 

\ : l 

The average is one year, the range is six months/to 
two years. f 

For the Spectrum program, the average is seventeen days, 
with sane clients staying as long as 30 days. /This is 
designed as an * Emergency Shelter program. Clients in 
the Turning Point program stay from one to six months, 
with an average of six months. 



Salado House: 

Settlement Club: 
Junior Helping Hand: 
Middle Earth: 



Surmary and Conclusions 



Because the four institutions differ in the age range of &eir sta23entS/_in the 
amount of Chapter 1 service budgeted , and in the setting in which students 
spend, the school, day, it is somewhat difficult to reach general conclusions 
that are iieaningful. Each institution has designed its Chapter 1 program to 
accomodate the conditions under which it operates* 

Obvious problems' result ^hen cne trys to evaluate such diverse programs. No 
grade leveJ^ has a sufficient hunter of . students, to allow for statistical 

analysis, ,§nd ag^egatidri\_6f data from such different settings and funding 

levels would prpbably not be appropriate in any case. 

v ;_ ' :J i ... ' . - - 

All the ins^ituions provide at leastscme one-to-one tutoring. The Chapter 1 
tutor at eacli^ institution except Middle Earth Unlimited has contact at least 
weekly with earfi^sfeudeSt 1 s AISD teacher. 

The director at one institution and the Chapter 1 tutor at another mentioned 
that the resident's emotional and behavioral problems sometimes interfered, with 
effective Chapter 1 service ("It's difficult to help a kid with reading when 
he's hallucinating")/, but all four directors though that ..the Chapter 1 program 
was very beneficial to their students and wished that more service were 
available. . 

None of the institutions used scores from standardized achievement tests to 
select students for Chapter 1; residents of N 5 P institutions are automatically 
eligible • However, because of the nature of ' the resident populations and the 
criteria for assignment to these institutions, it is very likely that nost if 
not. all of the students being served would qualify for Chapter 1 service if 
tes§ scbres were used.^ One director said* , "Ail of cur kids are .behind in 

school - two grades, four grades , whatever . M Another director said that, her 

institution's residents were almost always placed in Special Education by AISD 
schools, and that only these students receive Chapter 1 service.' (Special 
Education students are automatically eligible for Chapter 1 service within AISD 
Chapter 1 schools . ) 

Nevertheless , the absence of standardized achievement test scores for many of 

the students creates more 'difficulties for the evaluation. Sane students have 

such scores from the admissions process for the ^institution, but may not have 
recent scores or exi t/pcs t-test scores, naking it difficult to assess gains; 
It is also questionable whether pretest' or selection scores would accurately 
neasure educational need for these students who nay be distraught at the time 
of testing. In short, meaningful evaluation of achievement gains in 'these 
settings appears difficult, if not impossible. In addition, achievement gains 
nay not be the rtbst important measure of the success^of the program. 
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Attachment G-l 
(Page 1 of 4) 



N & D : Interview 



1. What services are provided to Chapter 1 students here at this facility? 



How^k^ich time per day are students served by Chapter 1? 

V _ ' . 

2. If your students attend AiSD schools, tfescribe the kind of contact' you 
have w^th the schools. 



Do you work with the students' AISD classroom teachers in planning 
your services? 



3. How do you select students to receive Chapter 1 services? 



Do you aciminister standardized reading achievement tests? 
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If so, which ones at what .grades? 



When? (At entry? J At Exit? Both?) 



\ 

v 



Do you typically receive achievement test results from AISD or 
other districts the student may Have attended? 



4. What is the average length of stay for av student at this institution? 



What is the range? - ~ \ 
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5. What are the biggest problems you have ±n providing effective Chapter 1 
service at this institution? 



6. Do you fe6l the Chapter 1 program is beneficial. to your students? 
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Have you made any changes ±n your Chapter 1 program in the past two 
years? Please describe . 



How satisfied have you "been with the results of the changes? 
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ECIA Chapter 1 
Appendix H 
MATH RAINBOW KIT QUESTIONNAIRE 



/ 



/ 



/ 
■ / 




Instrument Description: Hach Rainbow Kit Questionnaire 



Briefs description or* the ins trument » 

The questionnaire contains seven items about Math Rainbow Kits, and vas_ intended 
to gather information about such areas as Che Kits 'difficulty, directions, .help- 
fulness,, and parental enjoyment level. It was provided- by- ORE £6 -be sent home 
by the students' school. The child received a free book when the survey was 
returned to the school. .Three schools participated in the- Kits, and also In the 
questionnaire. 

To vhea wag 'the instrument administered?; '__ ■ _ 

Parents o^_ students receiving Hath Rainbow Kits. If more than one child in a 

family received the Kits, a questionnaire. was sent for each child. 



How— many ^times ^ was th e inst r ument a da in is tiered ? 
Once. 

Shea wa s the-ias t rumen c adn*f nistered? 



May, of 1983. 

Where was the instrument administered? 
It was senc home with each- student. 



Who administered the instr'jment? 
Self-administered. 

W hat training did the administrators have? 
None. 



■m - 

Was tr.e instrument administered under standardized conditions?' 
No. . 

Vera there problems with, the inscrraest or the administration that night ^ 
at fact the Valid l ey of the data? 

~ -■' W _ . _ 

Parents who failed to return the survey may. have different perceptions than 

those who did return it.- Some students probably completed the survey, themselves, 
rather than their parent. 

Who developed t'.ie ins trumenc? ■ 
Items were taken from previously administered ORE questionnaires, and were 
those the administrator oc the Kits felt vbuld 6e Osefjit. 

i 

What r el^abirli.^y-ar.d^validit'y- da^a-are available an the iss tr^ent? 
None. 



Are— there r.ona ^ataj available far inters re tir.a the resul t.** 
Some data exist from previous years for comparison. 
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MATH RAINBOW KIT QUESTIONNAIRE 



Purpose 

Although a separate Rainbow Kit Questionnaire was not part of the original 
Evaluation Design for 1982-83, the Chapter 1 evaluation staff agreed to 
coordinate with the instructional staff to collect and tabulate more 
specific information about the Math Rainbow Kits that was originally 
planned. Nevertheless, the questionnaire was also intended to help address 
the following decision and evaluation questions (originally part of the 
Parent Survey effort; see Appendix D) : 

Decision Question D5 : Can improvement be made in the ways the 
Chapter 1 program encourages parental involvement in their 
children's education? 

Evaluation Question D5-1 : To what extent do parents 
whose children receive Rainbow Kits: 

a) enjoy the activities? 

b) actually implement the activities? 

c) encounter problems when using the kits? 

Procedure 



TJie Math Rainbhow* Kits are a' series, of lessons for parents and their 
children to do at home together. The lessons cover basic mathematics 
concepts such as time and money. A kit appropriate for each grade 
level, K-6, is available. Three schools received Math Rainbow Kits 
to distribute to their 1982-83 Chapter 1 students: Brown, Campbell, 
and Maplewood. In April of 1983, rosters with the names of students in 
these schools who were actually receiving the kits were obtained from the 
Chapter 1 coordinator for the schools. When the rosters were received, 
the name, school, and grade level of each child receiving the kits was 

keypunched and used to prepare cover letters and questionnaires for 

the parent's and each child receiving a /kits. For parents who had more 
than one child receiving the kits, a separate questionnaire and cover 
letter were prepared with questions pertaining to each specific child. 

The cover letter £b parents and the /actual questionnaire are .contained 
in Attachment H-i. Items on the questionnaire .were contained on various 
Reading or Math Rainbow Kit Questionnaires • in previous years 1 evaluations 
and were those requested by the project staff member who is administra- 
tively responsible for the kits. As in previous years , the questionnaire 
and cover' letter were sent homa with each participating child, and the 
child received a free book when the questionnaire was returned. (Delays 
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in receiving the books from the publisher were partially responsible for 

the lateness of the data collection. ) Questionnaires arid labels for 

the cover letters were computer^generated with each child ^s name inserted • 
in the appropriate sentences (where blanks appear on the samples in 
Attachment H-l.) 

ORE staff delivered the cover letters and questionnaires to the school 
principals, along with the memo contained in Attachment H-2* in early 
May. These were sent home by school personnel as soph as possible. Schools 
requested replacements when students lost their_ original letter/questian- 
nairei, and these were provided. The additional names of participating 
students who had not been on the original rosters were also submitted and 
letters/questionnaires, were provided for these students. Any questionnaire 
that was returned by the last day of school was accepted and included in the 
analyses (and entitled the child to receive the free book. 

Analyses and Results 

Of the 408 questionnaires that were distributed by the schools, 210 were 
returned, for an overall return rate of 51.5 percent. In at least two 
cases, the surveys had. clearly been filled out by the (third-grade) ^ 
students rather than the parents.; However, all questionnaires that were 
returned were included in the analyses, since it was not possible to deter- 
mine all cases when students rather than parents might have filled out the 
questionnaire. Return rates by school and grade are shown in Figure H-1. N - 

Analyses: consisted of frequency counts. for each response on; each item. . 
Figures H-2 through H-8 show tKe overall responses to each item. Project 
staff also indicated an interest in responses that were broken down by 
grade level. These grade level figures are included in Attachment H-3. 
However, the small "N"s'at grades 1-3 make interpretations of these grade 
level data difficult. Some comments were also made by respondents to the 
questionnaire. These are shown in Attachment H-4. 

The results indicated \that most respondents (67.0%) thought, the difficulty 
level of the kits was "just right, " although difficulty with, the directions 
was reported by 39.7% of the parents on "some/^of the activities and 4.9/, 
thought many or almost all the ' directions were too difficult. Most (67.5%) 
respondents thought the student had learned very much or much from the kits a 
large percentage (91.7%) enjoyed working with their children on the kits at 
least somewhat, and 52,8% enjoyed it very much.; There was a variety of 
responses to the question about how much time was spent on the kits, but the 
most common response (45.2%) was that the student spent 15-30 minutes on 
the last activity. Respondents also reported that a few activities were 
done more than once (45.5%) or many of the activities were done more than 
once (24.8%). A large majority (89.1%) reported that activities were being 
kept in the box provided. Comparison of these data with data from last year 
Math Rainbow Kit parent questionnaire indicated that about the same percentag 
of parents thought the activities were "just right, " in terms c? difficulty 
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(69% in 1982, vs 65% in 1983.) Results were also similar for the question 
about how much the child i had learned^(64% in 1982, vs 65% in 1983, said 
\ the child had learned very much or much^from doing the activities.) The 
overall return rate for the two years was also quite similar (50% in 1982; 
vs 52% in 1983.) The only major area of difference came on the question 
about the difficulty of the directions.. In 1982, 41% of the parents said 
none of the directions were too hard.. In 198^, only 24%; of the respondents 
said none of the directions were tod hard, i.e., 76% gave a response 
indicating difficulty with the directions of one or more of the activities. 



> \ 











School 




\ - 
\ 

\ 








Brown 


Campbell 


Maplewood 


TOTAL 


GRADE 
K 


i\ Sant7#. Returned 


// Sent/# Returned 


// Sent/// Returned 


# Sent 


■J. if Returned 


32 


. 25 


36 


16 


' '21 


4 


89 


45 (50.6%) 


1 


30 


12 


0 


0 


17 


9 


47 


21 (44.7%) 


2 


16 


11 


0 


0 


19 


6 


35 ; 


17 (48.6%) 


3 


- 15 


11 


0 


0 




4 


i 29 


15 (51.7%) 


4 


is 


9 


29 


14 


14 


•-7. 


58 


30 (51.7%) 


. 5 


8 


3 


58 


32 


15 


6 


81 


41 (50.6%) 


6 


15 


8 


31 


20 


23 


^3 


69 


41 (59.4%) 


TOTAL 


131 


' 79 
- (60.3%) 


154 


82 
(53.2%) 


123 


49 
(39.8%) 


408 


210 (51.5%) 



Figure H-l. NUMBER OF RESPONSES BY SCHOOL AND GRADE. 
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IT£Mi: **"How hard do you Ehmfc these activities have been for 



CATEGORY LABEL 





• . CCD! 


ASS/LUTT 


a£LATI'J=: 
... (PCT^ 


(=CT) 


CUM 
F3S1 
(?CT) 


Hard 


2 • 


.. ...:iS -- 




7i4 


7*4 


Just Right 


3 . 




64. £ 


17. C 


74 .4 


Easy 


4. 




17.* 




92. a 


Too Easy 


Si 


/ _ i ~ 


- 7.1 


7*4 


IQC.C 




/ r 


7 




MICSIIVG 






t:tal 


1 3 


.' 131.3 


13:. a 





MEAN 

-M&Ci- -;■ 

VACIC CASES 



3.2*6 



Figure K-2. MSPONSES TO ITEM X. 
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IT £M2: Were the directions for the activities hard to follow? 



CATEGORY LA3IL . - - . 


. ccor 




CPCT-I 


ADJUSTED' 
. <PCTi 


-COM 
(PCT) 


. . Almost All 


1. 




2*4 


; 2 i 5 


2#5 


. . Many 


2. 


: :~: 5 


- 2*4 


2*5 




:.. - Some .... 


3.. 


a; . 


. 3 •*» • 5 


39-7 




Very Few 






2^-5 


3C.4 


7S.3 


None 


5. 


■ 31 


24.3 


25. C 








5 


2.1 








TCTAL 


212 


t5a*: 







_ME A N 3.72 3 

-fiODEr— — " _ 

VALID CAStS 2C* PISSING C±Z~ * 



f 



Figure H-3. RESPONSES. TO ITEM 2. \^ -J 
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ITEM : How much do you think' has learned by doing the Math Rainbow 

Kit activities? ; 



cat=:gcpy lab^l 





:.CCQS:~ 


ABSOLUT-: 
. . . .F?.i Q . . . 


. FRv3. 
CPCT) 


tFCT) . 


CUM 
FR tO 
IPCT) 


Very Much 


!• . 


:. :: 71: 


33.3 


is* c 


35. s 


Much ; 


2. 


as 


.31.4 . 


22.* 


67.5 


Some 




;:: 


22.3 


23. o 


91 •! 


Little 


4 . 


is.. 
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Very Little 




5 


2.4 


r.5 


103. C 






7 . 


3i3 


HISSING 






TCTAt 


212 


103. 2 


1CC.C 


1 



MEAN 2.Q£S 

MODI - 1 «»2£3 - 

'•vA'Cro-'cTi-rr ~2-«- -TSM^e-e^-.-s- 



Figufe H-A. RESPONSES TO ITEM 3. 
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ITEM* : How much have you enjoyed working with on these activities? 



CATEGORY LABEL 


CCD I 


ABSCLUfi 
: FP. Ei 


3IlLA7I 
CPCT J 


CPCT* 


CUM 
CPCT) 


_ . . . Very Much 








55 ;a - 


52<.A 


. Much : 


*> - 


. 43 


22i9 




77-7 


. . . . Some 






12** 




31*7 


......... Little 




0 


3*a 




95*9 


Very Little 


5. 


. . . A 




4.1 


1 C 3 • 5 




n 


17 . 


.H*l 








TCTAL 


21^ 


13:. 3 


1 ::. ; 





HE 5 M I. 919 

M03E: ::: .. : ::: : I *Ztn : 
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Figure H-5. RESPONSES TO ITEM 4. 



ITEMS : How much time did spend working on the last activity? 



CAT£GCHY LAB£L. 





C30Z- 


FRZO. 


IP CT) 


CPCTJ 


< 15 mins. 


. 1. 


5 a 


2^.7 




16-30 rnins. 


2. 


. ::: ?c 


. 42. * 


... **.2 


31-60 mihs. 


... 3. 


us 


21-,* 


22. £ 


> 60 mins. 


4 • 


a 


3.3 








.11 


5.2 


m:2s:\ ; 2 


> 


TCTAL 


21 j 


• IOC. J 





MS: 5« 2.25^ 
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Figure H-6. RESPONSES TO ITEM 5. 
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TTfMfiA: Are you keeping the activities has received in the box? 

- *iHfiVt ACJUSTtC CUM 

- -— iSS^LUr-T FR-Q 

CA TEGCRY CCOt M>3 CPCT> r?CTi CPCT) 

Yes - I. liC . 83»7 + 1 

: No 2- 22 IC.o ;3.S IOC.C 

0; 3.4 MISSING : 

TCTA L Ml X 5 C • C . 

^aaj " iiics 

VALID CasSIS 2C2 MSCI\2 ST5 

Figure H-7. RESPONSES TO ITEM 6A. 
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I : Are you doing the activities more than once with 



MOut_ 

valid CA:rs 



None 
A Few 
Many 
All 
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Z Z2 



• 2. 
3 . 
1 • 

: 

JCTZL 
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t> 

21Z 



v I : : : c c-::3 

Figure- H-8-. — RESPONSES TO ITHM 6B. - - - 
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Attachment H-i 
(Page 1 of 2) 




RAINBOW KIT 



Dear Parents: 

We are very excited about being able to offer the Math Rainbow Kit 
Program to some students in our school this year. We hope you are- 
enjoying working on the activities with yoar children. 

8efore we make the kit available to more parents and children we 
need to know some things about how it is being used. This information 
1s very Important 1n helping us decide whether the kits are worth 
continuing and if .they have been helpfuV. 



Please complete the enclosed form and have your child return it to 
his/her teacher. Your child will receive a free book of his/her 
choice when you return the form to the school"! 

Once again, we hope you -haVe enjoyed working with your child using 
the Math Rainbow Kit. 



Sincerely, 



Your school principal 
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AUSTIN INOEPSNDS NT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
I OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVA LJATl ON 

MATH RAINBOW KIT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE PARENTS' OF 

OIR^CTICNS: PLEASE TELL US ABOUT HOW YCU WCRK WITH 3Y ANSWER IMG 

THE QUESTIONS 8ELOW. . 

U HOW HAP D DC YOU THINK MOST CF THE ACTIVITIES HAVE SEEN FOR ? 
(PLEASE CHECK CNE) 

TQQ HARD HARD . _JUST R ifcHT EASY _TOQ EASY 

Z. VERS THE DIRECTIONS FOR THE ACTIVITIES HARO TO FOLLOW? 
(PLEASE CHECK CNE) 

ALMOST ALL MANY —SOME VERY FEW NONE # 

3. HOU MUCH OC VQU THINK . HAS LEARNED 3Y DOING THE MATH RAIN3QW 

'KIT ACTIVITIES? t PLEASE CHECK ONE ) 



.VERY MUCH MUCH 



SOME -^-LITTLE VERY LITTLE 



HOW MUCH HAVE YOU ENJOYED WORKING WITH ON THESE ACTIVITIES? 

(PLEASE CHECK CNE) 



~~~ r 3Zv^^ --much"""" _- SGf?1 g™-— — ixrnxr- - — :vE*r~rrrTur 

5. HCW *UCH TIU=*SlC SPEND WORKING ON THE LAST ACTIVITY? 

( °LEA Se CHECK ^CNE) 

IS MINUTES * BETWEEN 16 3ETWSSN 31 — ^RE THAN 

C* L*SS AND 30 MINUTES MINUTcS A NO ONE HCUR^ 

ONE HCtA 



3 



\ THSOL5STIC 30 X AND ALL Cr THE RAINBOW K IT ACT t V I T teS AF S YOURS TO <5E 
T^EY OC MCT NEED T5 =E ? ET'JP.NEO TO THE SCHOOL. 

\. A 5 S _Y d U KEEP TNG THE ACTIVITIES HAS RECEIVED !N THE SOX? 

(PLEASE CHECK CNE) 

YES NC 

3. A*E YOU DC IMG THE ACTIVITIES MO*E THAN ONCE WITH ■ ? 

MhwP OONP A FEW DONE MANY OtiNE ALL- DONE 

MGRS THAN CNCS — MORE THAN ONCE MORE THAN ONCE MCR= TOTM C'NCs 

t? YCU HAV= 5NY CTH5R CCMMS.MT3 A3CUT THE RAt><8<W <JTSV v,RIT = THEM ON -THS SACK 
CF THIS ?AC-=. TJ-JNX TC5 FC VCUR TIMS. ^ 

7 : 
/ •. = 
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Attachment H-2 
(Page 1 of 2) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SO300L DISTRICT 
Office of Kesearch and Evaluation 

May 2, 1983 

10: Principals of Schools Using itfath Kainbcw Kits 

IBCM: Karen Carsrud 

/ 

SUBJECT: Survey of Parents whose Children Seceived MaSi/'.Kaiabcw Kits 

At the request, of ^ iiisttu^ticnal staff _who _are _ccreern^^with__cc^ 1 y 
Improving the Math Bainbcw Kits, we have agreed to help by collecting 
information on the attached parent survey. The cover /letter and survey 
form are the same as those used in the previous years/ evaluation, so 
that results can be compared across the two years . 

Specific things you should note about the survey: 

• You are asked to sign the cover-letters , to help ensure 
a good return rate. 

• Children who .return the survey will be allowed to ' 

. choose a free bock. MxltiLple children from each 

famJLy can. participate. Your, teachers caa select the 
books by calling Barbara Harris at 458-1291, or the Qi. 1 

• ccOTdinator can assist in selecting thepi. 

• ?ech child's questionnaire is preprinted with his or her 

nanp A and they^arjjriin ^ within each_ — - - — _ 

jtpfalie ievei7 to ^ Help~ycurT5hapter 1 or reguIar^classrBom 
teachers distribute them. 

We. hope, that requesting ycur_si^nature__on_ti^ coyer letter does not 
cause you to. experience severe writer's crkro. KOTefi^y^^d^bpoks 
children will receive thrcugq. this process will make, it' worthwhile . 
for them and their parents , and that all parents will be encouraged 
to respond. Call ne at 458-1227 if I can* assist in this process in 
any way. we would like all completed questionnaires returned to us 
by the end of school (May 26th. ) . Thank-youi 

KC:lg 

cc: Tissy Baranoff Ann Cisninghsm V 

Lee Laws Anbrosio fcfelerjdraz i 



Approved: *~"~"'^\ > ~ ^ - f - fa . t . . 

* Director of Of rice or Research and. Evaluation 



Approved: /)^J5k ^ >V^£^ ^/sC^Cjyfssts ; 

Assistant Superintendent or i^xerencar/ icucati.cn 
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Attachment H-2- 
(Page 2 of 2) 



Additional Helpful Hints 

1. Ques ^QTg iair es are included only for students on the rosters provided 
by the instructional coordinator. Children may have fettered or left 
your school after these lists were obtained, and there may be students 
uhb received surveys that are rot receiving Math Rainbow Kits . If so , 
please do not dtsrxiiate the surveys to these children, but return them 
to O.R.E. , noting the discrepancy. 

2. If you have students receiving the ^th Rainbow Kits who did not 
receive a survey, please provide us with a list of these students, 
including their grade levels, and we will provide surveys for them. 

3. Your Chapter 1 teachers can select the books by contacting Barbara 
Harris at Twin Towers (410 East), but should call first to make : 

c^- raiTi scggcEg will.be available : to shew,, them to ,th^,,_atjgrcpriate,rocm. 
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Your Chapter 1 coordinator will be happy, to provide assistance in 
selecting the books, or can select them for you, if you desire. " ^ 

4. Return the completed surveys to the Office of Research and 

Evaluation when aH have been returned, of at the end of school. 

If you x«uld prefer, ycu nay- return batches of returned surveys 

sooner, but please do remember to return any that might have - 

been received at the last' minute.-. Call Xsreii Carsrud of tends 

Washington at 458-1227 if you need assistance or have questions. 
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IT£Hl-(gra<*g K) 



Difficulty 
CATEGORY LABEL 



MEAN ' 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



Hard 

Just Right 
Easy 

Tod Easy 



3.143 
3.000 

42 



COCE 

3. 
4. 

0 

TCTAt 



ABSOLUTE 
FRE3 

i 

35 

5 

1 

3 
45 



RELATIVE 
FREQ- 
(PCT) 

2.2 
77.3 
liil 

2.2 

6.7 



100.0 



MISSING .CASES 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ. 
(PCT) 

2.4 

a 3. 3 

.2.4 
MljtalfjG 
"lbOO.63 '■ 



CUM 
FRED 
CPCT) 

2.4 

85.7 

97.6 

10Q.C 



ITEM2 (Grade K) 
Directions 

CATEGORY LABEL 





CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FRE3 


RELATIVE 
FRv9 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FPEC_ 
CPCT) 


CUM 
FREO 
(PCT) 


Some 


3. 


16 


35.6 


37.2 


37.2 


Very Few 


4. 


10 


22.2 


23i3 


60.5 


Hone 


5. 


17 


37.3 


3S.5 


100.0 




0 


2 


4.4 


MI SSING 






TOTAL 


45 


102.3 


100.0 





MEAN 
M*)DE- 

VALID CASES 



4.023 
5.0 20 

43 



MISSING CASES 



H-17 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 2 of 28) 



ITEM3 &rrie K 2. 
Amount Learned 

CATEGORY LABEL" 





"CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FRE3 ' 


RELATIVE 
FRE3 
<PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FBEG 
CPCTJ 


CUM 
-.E8EQ 
CPCT) 


Very Much 


1. 


12 


2S.7 


27.9 


27.9 


Much 


2. 


9 


20.0 


20.9 


48.8 


Some' 


3. 


16 


35.6 


37.2 


96. C 


Little. 


4. 


6 


13.3 


14.0 


100.0 




0 


2 




MISSING 1 






TOTAL 


45 


103.3 


100. C 





MEAN 
MODE 

VALI0 CASES 



2.372 
3.0 00 

43 



ITEM4 (Grade K) 



Enj oytaeat 
CATEGORY LABEL 



HISSING CASES 





CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
F9EQ 


RELATI VE 
FREQ 
<PCt) 


ADJUSTED 
FREC 
<PCT) 


CUM 
• FREQ 
<PCT) 


Very Much 


1 . 


23 


51.1 


53i5 


53 


Much 


2. 


11 


24.4 


25.6 


79.1 


Some 


3. 


6 


13.3 


14i0 


93iC 


Little 


4. 


o 


4*4 


4.7 


97.7 


Very Little 


5. 


I 


2.2 


2.3 


10C.C 




0 


2 


4.4 


MISSING 






TCTAL 


45 . 


10C.O. 


lace 





MEAN 

Ikode 

valid cases 



1.757 
1 .000 

43 



MISSING CASES 



H-18 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 3 of 28) 



TfEHS (Grade K)_ 
_rLne Spent" 

, v ..,. 

"CATEGORY LABEL 



RELATIVE 





CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


FRE3. 
CPCT ) 


3 15 aijis. 


i . 


7 • 


15.5 


16-30 mins. 


2. 


17 


37.3 


31-60 sins. 


3. 


13 


23.9 


> 60 tains. 


4. 


3 


6.7 




0 

TOTAL 


5 • 

45 


11.1 
IOC. 3 ' 



AO JUSTED 
FREQ j. 
<PCTI 



17.5 

42. 

32.^ 



ico.e\ 



CUM 

frEo 

tPCTl 
17.5 
60 .0 
92.5 
100.0 



MEAN 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



2i30O 
2.C CO 



ITEM 5" A (Crad-e-K) - 
In Box? 

CATEGORY LABEL 





MISSING 


CASES 


5 






o 


COOE 


ABSOLUTE 
FRE3 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
<PCT ) 


ADJUSTED 

FREQ _ 
• fPCTJ 


. CUM 
FREQ _ 
(PCTI 


Yes 


1. 


. 41 


91. L . 


95.3 


95.3 


No 


- 2. 


2 


4.4 


4.7 


too. a 




n 

TCTAL 


2 
t5 


ioo.c 


MISSING 
I 0 0 . C 





MEAN 
M00E 

VALIO CASES 



Ii347 
1.CC3 

43 



HISSING CASES 



32 



H-19 



82.37 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 4 of 28) 



ITEM^B (Grade K) 



:_More-Than Otic el 



CATEGORY 


LABEL 


* "; : cooe. 


ABSOLUTE 
FRED 


RELATIVE 
FRECI 
) <PCTI 


ADJUSTED 
FREO 
<PCTI 


CUM 
PR EQ _ 
(PCTJ 




None 


i; 


• = ( 


11. i 


11.6 


11.6 




A Few.' 


2. 


20 


.44i4 


,46i5 


58.1 




"Many 






22.2 


23^3 


81.4 




All 


4. 


3 


17*3 


IP. 6 


100.0 




• 


0 


I 

• 2 




MISSING 








TOTAL 


45 


100.0 


100. c 




HE AN 
MODE 


2. COO 




1 








VALID CAS 


ES 43 


MISSING 


CA5*ES 


2 







3? ; 



H-20 



82.37 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 5 of 28) 



ITEM1 (Grade 1) 
Difficulty 

CATEGORY WBtt 



Hard 

Just Right 
" Easy 



ABSOLUTE 
" CODE FREQ 

2. * 

3. 

4.' 

TCTAL 



relative: 

FREQ 
(PCT) 

19.0 

71.4- 

9.5 

100.0 



. A - 
ADJUSTED 
FR£<3 
SPCT) 

19io 

71.4 

9.5 

130. 0 



CUM 
FREO 
<PCT) 

90.5 
100.3 



MODE 

VALID CASES. 



2.9C5 
3.3G0 

21 



MISSING CASES 



ITEM2 (Graue I) 
Directions 

CAtEGOPY LABEL 



ABSOLUTE 



RELATIVE 
F3EQ . 



AOJUSTEO 
F3Efl 



CUM 
FREQ 





CCOE 


FREQ 


CPCT I 


' (PCT) 


(PCT) 


Many 


2. 


1 


4.R 


4.8 


4.fl 


Some 


3. 


11 


52.4 


52.4 


57.1 


Very Few 


4. 


5 


23.3 


23. fl 


81. C 


None 


5. 


4 


19.0 


19.3 


100.0 




TCTAL 


21 


100.3 


10C.0 





MEAN 
MODE 



3.571 
3. CC0 

Si, 



JU£«^G~CAS£S- 



H-21 



Attachment H-3 
CPage 6 of 28) 



ITEM3 (Grade 1) 
Amount Learned _ 

CATEGORY LA BEL 





CG9E 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RStATI VE 
FREG 
- (PCTl 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
< FCT> 


CUM 
FREQ 
CPCTI 


Very Much 


1. 


7 


33.3 


35*0 


35.0 


Much 


2. 


S 


38.1 


40.0 

j 

25.0 


75.0 


Some 


3. 


5 


23*8 


100. s 




0 


1 


4.8- 


HISSING 






TCTAt 


21 


1OQ.0 


100. c 





MEAN 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



1.920 
2.0 CO 



PISSING CASES 



ITEM.4 (Grade 1) 
Enjoyment 



MEAN 
MODE 

VALIO CASES 



LABEL 


CGOE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
<PCt ) 


ADJUSTED 
FPEQ 
<FCT) . 


_CUM 
FREQ - 
«PCT) 


' Very Much 


tm 


10 


47. S 


50. Q 


50. C 


Much 


2. 


I 


28. o 


33.0 


RC .0 


Some 


3. 


2 


3.5 


10.0 


90. Q 


Little 


4. 




9.5 


10.0 


100*0 




0 


1 


...4.8 


HISSING 






TCTAL 


21 


100.0 


100.0 




■ 1.500 
1 .000 












ES 20 


MISSING 


CASES 


1 







32o 



H-22 



82.37 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 7 of 28) 



IXrM5-_(Gr*dc 1) 
Time Spent 

~" CATEGCRY CABEL- 



/ 

i ; 15 mins. 
'/ 16-30 mins. 



31-60 mins. 



RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 



CODE; 


ABSOLUT E 1 
FREO 


FREQ _ 
CPCT ) 


FPEQ 
CPCT) 


FREQ 
CPCT) 


1- 


/ 4 


19.3 


20-0 


20-0 


2. 


9 


42,9 


45. C 


■ f 

S5.0 

. -4 

IOjQ.0 


3. 


7 


33.3 


33.0 


0 


1 


4.8 


NISSINS 


i 

1 


TOTAL 


21 


10Q.0 


1CG.0 





MEAN 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



2. ISO 
2.000: 

20 



HISSING CASES 



XTEM6A (Grade 1) 
In Box? 

CATEGORY LABEL 



Yes 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATI VE 
FRE3 
CPCT J 


ADJUSTED 
FPEQ 
CPCTJ 


CUM 
FREH 
(?CT> 


' i. 


17 


81.0 


R5-0 


35. C 


2- 


3 


14.3 


15-0 


100. C ' 


0 


1 


4.3 


MISS IMG 




TCTAL 


21 


100.0 


100.0 





HE AN 
MOCE 

VALIO CASES 



1.150 
1.C0C 



MISSING CASES 



326 

H-23 . 



82.37 



V 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 8 of 28) 



ITEM6B (Grade X) 
More Than Once? 



CATEGORY LABEL 



None 
A Few 

Many-. 
All 



CODE 

l. 

2. 

~"~ 3~.~ 
4* 
• 0 
TCTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

2 

9 

2 
1 
21 



FREQ 
CPCT ) 



9.5 
42.9 



HVB jUS TE D - 
FREQ 
(PCTI 



10. 0 

4 5*<3 



— ctm- 

FREO 
CPCT 



10.3 
55. C 



33.3 35.0 90.0 

9.5 10*0 103.0 

4iS MISSING 

100.0 100.0 



ME Afi 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



2.450 
2.0 00 

20 



MISSING CASES 



327 



H-24 



82.37 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 9 of 28) 



IJEMI (Grade 2) 
Difficulty 



MOTIVE AT) J OS TED 



CUM 









ABSOLUTE 


FREQ 


FREC 


FRET 


CATEGOPY LABEL 




CODE 


FREQ 


(PCT) 


(PCT) 


(PCT) 




Just Right 3. 


16 


94.1 


94.1 


94 .1 




Easy 


4. 

TCTAL 


t 


5*9 . 
100*0 


5.9 

100.0 


100.0 


MEAN 

MODE 


3.0*9 
3 • 3 0 0 












VALID CASES 


17 * 


MISSING 


CASES 


3 







ITEM2 (Grade 2) 



Directions 

category label 




CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE v 
FREQ 
(PCT ) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT1 


CUM 
FREQ 1 

(pct: 




Many 


2. 


1 ■ 


5.9 


5.9 


5.9 




Some 


3. 


6 


35.3 


35.3 


41.2 




Very Few 


4* 


7 


41.2 


41.2 


S2.4 




Hone 


5* 


- ~ 3 . 




17.6 


100 .C 






TOTAL 


17 


100.0 


10C.C 




MEAN 
MODE 


3.706 
4. COO 












VALID CASES 


17 


MISSING 


CASES 









ERIC 



328 



H-25 



82.37 



Attachment R-3 
(Page 10 of 28) 



ITEM3_ (Grade 2) 
Anounc Learned 

"CATEGORY LABEL 

















coot: " 


ABSOLUTE 
FRZQ 


RELATIVE 
FRECj 
CPCT) 


AOJUSTEO 
FREQ _ 
CFCTI 


CUM 
FR£Q_ 
. CPCTI 


Very Macti 


i. 


5 


29.4 


29.4 


29^4 


Much 


2. 


8 


47.1 


47il 


76.5 


Some ' ' 


3. 


2 


11.8 


11.8 


88.2 


tittle 


4. 


2_ 


il.3 u 


11.8 


too. a 




TCTAt 


17 


100.0 


10C.0 





MEAN 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



2.059 
2.000 

17 



MISSING CASES 



ITEM4 (Grade 2) 
Enj bymenE 

CATEGCRT LABEC 





CCOE 


ABSOLUTE 
FR EQ 


RELATIVE 
FR EQ _ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREO 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


Very Much 


1. 


3 


47.1 


47.1 


47.1 


Much 


2. 


S 


47.1 


47.1 


94.1 


Some . 


3. 


1 


__sy3 


5.9 


ioo.o 




T CT A t - 


17 


103.3 


100.0 





MEAN 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



388 
3 00 

17 



HISSING CASES 



320 



H-26 



82.37 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 11 of 28) 



ITEMS (Grade 2) 



Time Spent 
CATEGORY LABEL 




CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FRE9 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
<PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ- 

. (fcti 


--/- 
CUM 
FREQ 
CPCT) 




" 3 15 


mi as . 1 m 


5 


29-4 


31*3 


31 .3 




16-30 miris . 2. 


9 


32*9 




37i5 




31-60 


mins • 3 • 


2 


ii#a 


12.5 


100.C 






0 


I 


5.9 


MISSING 








TCTAL 


1 / 


1 u 0 • J 


t n h n 

1 u u • u 




MEAN 1 
MODE 2 


• 0 00 






- 






VALIO CASES 


16 


MISSING 


CASES 


1 






ITEH6A (Grade 2) 














In Box? • 

CATEGORY LABEL 


/ 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 

FRta 

JCPCT » 


ADJUSTED 
FBEC 
(PCTI 


CUM 
FREQ 
CPCT) 




Yes 


1. 


1* 


8.2 m 4 


82-4 


82-4 




No 


2. 


3 


17.6 


17.6 








TCTAL 


17 


100.0 


100- 0 




MEAN I 
MODE .1 


.176 












VALID CASES 


17 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







ERIC 



33u 



H-27 



82^37 



Attachment H^3_ 
(Page 12 of 281 



ITCM68 (Grade 2) 



More Than Once? 



CATEGORY LABEL 




*" cooh: 


ABSOLUTE 
' FR£G 


"R£tATIV£ " 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FPE3 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FRIQ 
(PCt) 




None 


i. 




17.6 


17*6 


1-7^6 




& Few' 


2. 


- - ! 1 

12 ' | 


1 70.6 


70.6 






~ Many 


3. 


X 


5.9 


5,9 






All 


*• 






5.9 


100.0 






TCTAL 


-j 


100. J 


100,0 




M£AN 2 

H'bOt : 2 


♦ 0 GO 

•ccd 












YALID C4SETS 


17 


MISSING 


CASES— 


0 







. V} 




82.37 



ITEM! (Grade 3) 
Difficulty 

CATEGORY LABEL 




Attachment H-3 
(PageUp of 28) 



RELATIVE ADJUSTED 
E3 ,. w FREQ 
cf <PCT1 



MEAN 
MODE 

VAtIO CASES 



3.400 
3. COO 

15 



TOTAL 



MISSING CASES 



CUM 
FREO 
(PCT) 



J. _\ _ 






' 26 ». ■ 


t ■' 26.7 


26i7 


33.% 




60. C 


~13.3 


' 13.3 


73.3 


26.7] 


26.7 


100.0 


100 .op 


; loo.o 

















ITEH2 (Grade 3) 
Directions 



MEAN 
MODE 

VALIO -CASES 



LABEL j 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FRE3 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREG 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


i 

! Almost All 


t • 


t 


6.7 


€•7 


6,7 




3. 


2 


13.3 


13.3 


20.2 


Very Few 


4. 


.5 


33.3 


33i3 


53.3 




5. 


7 


46.7 


46.7 


loc. a 




TCTAL 


15 


100.0 


100. c 




4.133 " . 
5.0 CO 













15 



MISSING C43E3 



332 



H-29 



82 37 Attachment H-3 

(Page 14 of 28) 



XTCH3- (Grade 3) 



Amount Learned 
* CATEGORY LABEL" ™ 


"CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
" FR £9 


^RELATIVE 
FRE3 
<PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCTJ 


CUH 
FREQ 
<PCTJ 








Very Much 1 • 


7 


46.7 


46.7 


4 6*7 








Much 


2. 


6 


40.0 




66.7 








Some 


* "3. 


1 


6.7 


S.7 


93*3 








Very Little 5. 


1 


6.7 


6.7 


100.0 










TCTAL 


15 


100.3 


100.0 




MEAN 
MODE 






1.8C0 
1.000 






• 


• 




VALID 


CAS 


es 


15 


MISSING 


CAS£S 


0 
























ITEM4 


(Grade 3) 












Enjoyment 
CATEGORY 


LABEL 




CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
F3E3 
CPCT) 


ADJUSTED : 
F»EQ 
CFCTI 


CUM 
FREQ - 
(PCT1 








Very 


Much im 


8 


53.3 


57.1 


57.1 








Much 


2. 


4 


25.7 


.28.6 


35.7 








Somk 


. 3. 


2 

1- 


13.3 
Si7 


14.3 

MlsVl|rG * 


13?.C 










TCTAL 


15 


103.0 


io a** A' 




ME A?l 
K.CDE 






ii'sik 
i.cam 












VALID 


CAS 


ES 




r ISSING 


CASES 


1 







ERIC 



3j- 

H-30 



82.37 



Attachment ^3 
(Page 15 pf 28) 



ITEMS (Grade 3) 



Time Spent 
CATEGORY LABEL 


CODE 


A8S3LUTE 
FREO 


RELATIVE 

FREQ _ 
<PCT> 


ADJUSTED 
FflEG 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREO 
CPCT* 


3 15 


rains. 1 • 


3 


; 20.3 


20.0 


20 .C 


16-30 rains. 2. 


6 


40.0 


4CiC 


60 .0 


31-60 rains.' 3. 


4 


26.7 


26-7 


36-7 


> 60 


nlna . 4 • 


2 


I3i3 


13.3 


1QQ.C 




; TCTAL 




ido;a 


ico. a 




MEAN 2.333 
HOOE 2*0 CO 












VALID CASES 15 


MISSING 


CASES 


o ■ 






ITEM6A (Grade 3) 












»-In-3ox?. 

CATEGORY LABEL 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREJ 
<PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREO 
< FCTl 


CUM 
FREtf 
<PCT> 


Yes 


i. 


12 


SCO 


90. C 


bo ^: 


No 


2. 


3 


2C.C 


20.0 ^ 


103iC 




t:tal 


15 


IOC. 2 


ICt.C 




MEAN I.2CQ 
MODE i.ooo 












VALID CASES 15 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







334 



- H - 31 

e 

ERIC 



Attachment H-3 
(Page 16 of 28) 



ITEH68 (Gra4e 3) 
More Th-*** Once? 

CATEGORY LA8EL 





coqe 


ABSOLUTE 
FRS3 


RELATI tfE 
FRE3 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREO 
<PCTl 


FREQ 

<pcn 


None 


1. 


I 


Gi7 


6.7 


S.7 


A Few 


2. 


8 


53*3 " 


53.3 


60 .0 


Many 


3. 


2 


13.3 


13.3 


73.3 


All 


4. 


4 - 


26.7 


26.7 


103.0 




TCTAL 


15 


100*3 


1 00. c 





MEAN 2.6 ac : 

MODE 2.000 

VALID CASES 15 HISSING CASES 



33. 



H-32 



82.37 



Attachment. H-3. 
(Page 17 of 28) 



ITEM! (Grade 4) 
















Difficulty 
CATEGORY LABEL 






CODE 


- ■ •■ 

ABSOLUTE 
FR EQ 


RfcLATi vE 
FREQ 
(PCTI 


ADJUSTED 
FREO 
<PCTl 


- 

_ CUM 
FSEO 
(PCT) 




Hard J 




2. 


1 


3.3 


3.3 


3.3 




Just Right 


3« 


23 


76.7 s 


76.7 


80.0 




- * Easy j ■ 
Too Eas 




4. 


5 


16.7 


16.7 


96.7 




y 


5. 


t 


3.3 


3.3 


100. c 








TOTAL 


3d 


100.3 


1OQ.0 




— 

MEAN 
MODE 


3.200 
3.0C0 














VALIG CASES 


30 


MISSING 


CASES 


Q 






ITEM2 (Grade 4) 










i 






Directions 
CATEGORY LA3EL 






CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREO 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREC 
<PCT) 


CUM 
FREO 
(PCf ) 




Almost 


All 


1. 


2 


6.7 


6.7 


6.7 




Some 




3. 


id 


33.3 


1 33.3 


*0 .0 




" Very. Few 




13 


43.3 


43.3 


83.3 




None 




5. 


5 


16.7 


16.7 


100.0 








TOTAL 


30 




ICC.O 





MEAN . 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



3.633 
4.O00 

3C 



MISSING CASES 



336 



ERIC 



H-33 \ 



82.37 ' 



Attachment -H^3 
Q?age 18 Q f 28) 



ITEM3 (Grade 4) 
Amount: Learned 

CATEGORY LABEL 



CODE 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 



RELATIVE 
FRE3 
' (PCT) 



AD JUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 



1CUM 
FREQ 
CPCT) 













Very Much 


1. 


12 


40.0 


40.0 


40.0 












Much 


2. 


9 .. 


30.0 


30.0 


70 .0 






<> 






Some 


" % 3, 
TCTAL 


9 
30 


30.0 
100.0 


30.0 
100.0 


100.0 


• 






MEAN 
MODE 




1.900 
140C0 


















VALID 


CASES 


30 


HISSING 


Cr* SES 


0 












ITEM* 


(Grade 4) 




















En j oyment 
CATEGORY LA8EL 


: CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT ) 


AOJUSTEO 
FREG 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FRtG 
(PCT) 












Very Much 


1. 


16 


53.3 


55.3 


59.3 












Much 


2. 


7 


23.3 


25.9 


35.2 












Some 


3. 


2 


6.7 


7.4 


92.6 












Little 


4. 


I 


3.3 


3*7 


96.3 












Very Little 5. 


i 




3.7 


100.0 


A 












0 


3 


13.0 


MISSING 
















TCTAL 


30 


100.0 


100.0 










a N 
MOOc 




1.667 
LOGO 


















VALID 


CASES 


27 


MISSING 


CASES 


3 







33; 



O H-34 

ERIC 
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ITEMS (Grade A) 



Time Spent 














~~ CATEGORY LABEL 




CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FRE3 
<PCT> 


AOJUSTEO 
FREQ 
CPCTl 


CUM 
FREQ 
CPCT) 




S 15 mlns. 


1. 


9 


26.7 


26.7 


26.7 




16-30 mins. 


2. 


15 


50.0 


so.o 


76*7 




31-60 rains. 


3. 


6 


20. Q 


20.0 


96.7 




> 60 mins* 


4. 


i 


3*3 


3.3 


100.0 






TCTAL 


30 


100.3 


100.0 





HE A.N 
MOCK 

VALID CASES 



2*030 
2.0 CO 



MISSING CASES 



ITEHSA (Crade 4) 
In Box? 

CATEGORY LABEL 



Yea 



RELAIIV! 

ABSOLUTE FREQ 

CD0E FREQ <PCT) 



1. 

TCTAL 



33 
30 



1CO.0 
10C.G 



AOJUSTEO _ CUM 
FREQ FREO 
CFCT) (=»CT) 



1 co.o 

1C0.0 



100* c 



f-EAN 
M50E 

VAtIO CASES 



1 .CCG 
1.0C3 



USSING CASES 



\ 



33 



H-35 
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ITEM6B (Grade 4) 
More Than Once? 

CATEGORY LABEL 





CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FR EG 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
<PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
<PCT> 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCTI 


None 


i. 


4 


13.3 


13*3 


13.3 


A Few 


2. 


15 


53*0 


50.0 


63.3 


Many 


3. 




26.7 


26.7 


90.0 


All 




3 


ib.b 


10.0 


100.3 




TOTAL 


30 


100*0 


100.0 





ME AM 2.323 
MODE 2.000 

VALID CASES ZQ MI SS INS CASES 



Y 



\ 



H-36 
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ITEM! (Grade 5) 
Difficulty 

CATEGORY LABEL 





CODE " 


ABSOLUTE 
FREO 


RELATIVE 
FRf 3 _ 
(PCTI 


AO JUSTED 
FREO 
(PCTI 


CUM 
FREO 
(PCTI 


Hard 


2. 


2 


4.9 


5.3 


5.3 


Just Right 


3. 


21 


51.2 


55-3 


65.5 


Easy 


4. 


3 


19-5 


2i.i 


81.6 


Too Eaay 


5. 


7 


17.1 




100.0 




a 


? 


7.3 


MISSING 






TCTAL 


4t 


IOC. 3 


10C.C 





.MEAN 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



3.526 
3.0CO 



MISSING CASES 



ITEM2 (Grade 5) 
Directions 

CATEGORY LA 9 EL 





CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREO : 


RELATIVE 
FREO 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREO 
(PCT) 


_.CUH 
FREO 
(PCT) 


Almost All 


li 


2 


4.9 


5.3 


5-3 


Many 


2. 


2 




5.3 

i 


10.5 


Some 


3. 


15 




39.5 


5G .0 


Very Few 


4. 


10 


24i* 


26-3. 


76.3 


None 


5. 


9 


22.3 


23-7 


100.3 




0 


3 ^ 


7.3 


MISSING 






TCTAt 


*1 


100.3 


idc.o 





M EA N 
*COE 

VALI3 CASES 



3.579 

2. a co 



DISCING CSSEC 



34u 
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ITEM3 (Graiie 5) -~ : 

Amount Learned _ 

CATEdCPY LXBIL CODE 

Very Much 1« 

Much 2 m 

" Some 3« 
tittle 

Very Little 5. 

- ■ - ' " C 

TCTAL 

MEAN 2.105 

moo?: i.qcc 

VALID CASCS 28 MISSING 

ITEM* (Grade 5) 
Enjoyment 

CATEGORY LABEL CODE 
Very Mucfi I • 

Much 2. 
Some 3 i 

Very Little Si 
ft 

TCTAL 

MEAN 1.972 

mooe i.::o 

VALID CASES 2f> MUSING 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FRE3 
(PCT) 


AD JUSTEO 
FREQ _ 
(FCT> 


' CUM 
FRTO 

<? r 


13 


.31.7 


3 4.2 


34.2 


" .13 


3Ii7 


34.2 


68*4 


" 8 " 


' 19*5 


21.1 


89 ,5 


3 


7.3 


7,9 


97.4 


1 


2.4 


2.6 


100 cC 


3 


7.3 


MISSING 




41 


100.3 


1OC.0 





CASES 





RELATIVE 


ADJUSTED 


_CUM 


ABSOLUTE 


FREQ 


• FPEC 


FR EG 


FREQ 


(PCT ) 


(PCT) 


(PCT) 


IB 


43.9 


50.0 


50 .3 


5 


12.2 


13.9 


53.9 


11 


26.3 


3C.6 


94.4 


2 


4.9 


5.6 


100 .0 


5 


12.2 


MISSING 




41 


100.3 


ICOiO 





C4SES 5 



3-U 

H-38 
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|TEM^XGrade_5X 
time Spent 

"CATEGORY LABEL 

















\ CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


" RELATIVE " 
F8E9 
<PCT) 


"adjusted 

FREC 
(PCT> 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCTI 


£ 15 mins. 


Xm 


id 


24.4 


26.3 


26.3 


16-30 rains. 


z. 


20 


48.8 


52.6 


78.9 


31-60 mins. 


3. 


7 


17,1 


18.4 


97.4 


> 60 mins. 


4. 


I 




2.6 


100.0 






3 


__7.3 


HISSING 






TOTAL 


41 


100. Q 


100.0 





MEAN 
MODE 

VALID CASES 



1 .974 
2.0 SO 

23 



HISSING CASES 



ITEM5A (Grade 5) 
In Box? 

CATEGORY LAREL 



Yes 
No 



CODE 
1. 
2. 

C 

TCTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
F3 EO 

35 

3 



41 



R EL A II VE 
FREa ' 
CPCT ) 

85.4 

I 7.3 

. 7.3 

■ IOC. 3 



ADJUSTED 
F»E<3 
<PCT) 

92wl 

7.9 

MISSING 

130.0 



CUM 
FR EQ " 
(PCT) 

92.1 

1C0.0 



"EAfy 
.MODE 

VALID CASES 



1.3 79 

1 ^ w ts 

1 . w \t VI 

28 



MISSING CASES 



342 



H-3 9 
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:tem6B 


(Grade 5) 


; . . 













More Than Once? 
CATEGORY LABEL 




CCOE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREO 


RELATIVE 
FBEQ 
CPCT) 


ADJUSTEO 
FREQ, 
<FCT* 


CUM 
FRE3 
<PCT* 






None 


1 . 


9 


22.0 


24.3 


24.3 






. A Few 


2. 


14 


34.1 


37** 


62.2 






Many 


3. 


IC 


24.4 


27. C 


89. 2 






All 


4. 

0 


4 

' 4 


9. a 

9.8 


10. fl 

MISSING 


lOOiO 








TCTAL 


♦i 


100.3 


loa-c 




ME AM 
MODE 


2 
2 


• 242 
.QCO 












VALID 


CASES 


37 


MISSING 


CASES 










H-40 
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ITEM1 (Grade 6) 






— ... 





- - 


. . . . 


Difficulty 
CATEGORY LABEL 




' CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
F3EJ 
(PCT J 


ADJUSTED 
F REG 
( PC T ) 


CUM 




Hard 


2. 


3 


7.3 


7.5 


7.5 




Just Right 


3. 


21 


51,2 


52.5 


60.0 




Easy 




14 


34.1 


35.0 


95.0 




Too Easy 




2 


4.9 


5.0 


100.0 






3 


1 


2.4 


MISSING 








TCTAL 


41 


iocs 


100. Q 




MEAN 
MODE 


5.375 

3.:cc 












VSLIO CASES 


49 MISSING 


CASES, 


1 






ITEM2 (Grade 6) 














Directions 
CATEGORY LABEL 




CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FR £Q 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
CPCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREG_ 
<PCTI 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT> 




Many 


2. 


1 


2.4 


2.5 


2.5 




Some 


3- 


21 


51.2 


52.5 


55.3 




Very Few 


4. 


12 


29.3 


3C.C 


as.o 




None 


5. 




!4iS 


15. Q 


IOC .0 






«■* 


1 


2*4 


MISSING 








TCTAL 


M 


100.0 


1CC.0 





MEAN 3.575 

VALID CASES 39 HISSING CASES 
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ITEM3 (Grade 6) 
Amount Learned 

CATEGORY LABEL 





CODE 


ABSOLUTE 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT ) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


\ CUM 
\ FREQ 
V (PCT) 

37*5 


Very Much 


1. 


IS 


36.6 


37,5 


Much 


2. 


13 


31.7 


32.5 


7C«.C 


Some 


'3. 


7 


17.1 


17.5 


87.5 


Little 


4. 


2 


4,9 


5i0 


92.5 

j._ 


Very Little 


5* 


3 


7.3 


7*5 


100.3 




0 


1 


- r 
2.4 


HISSING 






TtTAL 


41 


100.3 


1QC.0 





ME A* 
MODE 

VALID CASES 
ITEM* (Grade 6) 
Enjoyment 

CATEGORY LABEL 



2.125 
1.0C0 

40 



HISSING CASES 





coot 


ABSOLUTE 
FP EQ 


RELA T I VE 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


Very Much 


1. ; 


1* 


46.3 


52.8 


52.8 


Much 


2. 


7 


17.1 


15.4 


72.2 


Some 


3. 


3 


7.3 


2.3 


SC.S 


Little 


4 • 


3 


7.3 


e.3 


S3.° 


Very Little 


5. 


4 


9.S 


ti. i 


100.2 




2 


5 


12.2 


MISSING 






TCTAL . 


41 


10C. 3 


ioc. a 





MEAN 
«ODE 

VALID CASES 



2.056 
l.C JO 



•I3SIN3 CASES 



ERLC 
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ITEH5 jGrade 6) 
Time Spent 



CATEGORY LABEL 





code * 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
<PCT > 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ _ 
■CFCTI 


CUM 
FREQ. 
<?CT) 


< 15 mi as. 


1* 


19 


46.3 


47i5 


47.5 


£6-30 alas. 


2. 


14 " 


34it 


35«»C 


82.5 


31-60 mlusl 


~ 3. ' 


6 


" ""14.6 " 


15.0 


97.5 


> 60 tains. 


4. 


1 


2.4 


2.5 


IOC. 3 




0 


1 


2.4 


MISSING 






TCTAL 


41 


10C. 3 


xoc.o 





M EAN 
MODE 

VAL10 CASES 



1.725 
1.0 00 

40 



MISSING CASES 



ITEV6A (Grade 6) 
In Box? 

CATEGORY LA3EL 







RELATIVE 


AOJUSTEO- 


CUM 




, *:ss V.UTE 


FRE3 


FREQ 


FSE'i. 


CODE 




CPCT) 


<FCTJ 


<PCT) 


Yes U 


i 


75.S 


79.5 


7*. 5 


No 2. 


i 


19 » " 


20.5 


100 .0 


3 


■*< 




MISSING 




TOTAL 




ioi*j 


100. C 





MEAN 
MODE 



1.2C5 
l.J CO 



VALID CASES 



40 



MISSING C^SES 



346 : 



H-43. 



ERIC 
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ITEM6B (Grade 6) 
Mora Than Once? 

'CATEGORY LABEL 





" CODE 


ABSOtUTE 
FRE3 


RZLA TI VE 
F8E3 
(PCTI 


AOJUSTEO 
FPEQ 
{PCTJ 


CUM 
FSEQ 
<PCT) 


None 


1. 


12 


29, 


3 


3C.0 


Z CO 


A Few 


2. 


13 


31 4 


7 


32.5 


62.5 


Many 


3. 


12 


29. 


3 


30.0 


?2.5 


All 


4. 


3 


7« 


3 


7i5 


100.3 




0 


1 . 


; 2. 


_ 


HtSStW 






TCTAt 


41 • 


100- 


3 


ice: 





MEAN 
MODE 



2.159 
2.0C0 



VALID CASES 



MtSSING CASES 



1 



82.37 
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-PARENT COMMENTS 
Comments (provided by parents) were unedited. 

• has been working on the kit with his sister. I was not 

working with him on the kit but his sister said he was doing 
alright. s ; - 

• I haven't been helping with the kit but she said she has been 

doing O.K. with it. 

• Some of the Rainbow Kits could do by himself. The only 

problem he had was with the numey, He knows one from another 

like quarter, nickie, dime, and pennyi but it is a little hard 
for him: to count from one to another. The rest of the activity 
was not hard for him. He enjoyed them very much. I am very 
pleased that he can keep them so he can work on them through 
the summer. * 

• needs to practice her time (on the clock) and money tnor: T 

« . . __ — _ _ _ _ 

o These are nice activities for us to go over with him through z\ : 

summer. 

© I think this kit was very ideal, especially for us parents cLat 
really can't afford to buy any materials for them to work at 
home. Keep it up. 

e None. She enjoy them and so do we. 

• I wish Rainbow Kits were used in ail subjects from K-i2th grade 
arid also iri foreign languages,. Also, kids could use these kits 
in the summer to give them something to strengthen them during 
the 2% months. 

• 1 This was a great project for _ She likes working with 

money the most. Towards, the end, she became, a little bored. 
| i think it was the length of time on the whole project. She 
' learned some things she didn't know, like counting money, etc. 

» I feel this is very beneficial to help them 'achieve their 
goals in reading skills. 

o checked the questionnaire herself because she said her 

mother never helped her with the Rainbow Kit. (Teacher's comment.) 

9 I know, for a fact, that the Rainbow Math has helped her a lots. 
Her grades in Math came up from last time. 

• I think the Rainbow Kit can help many children. I enjoyed seeing 
> learn about money. This kit has helped a lots. 



• I think the Rainbow Kit has been very helpful. Even to my 
5 year old son, who has not yet started to school. 
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• I think the Rainbow Kit. is a very good activity; Itiets 

me know how much - - knows or needs to learn, and most 

of all, it is a lot of fun and. she has enjoyed it very much. 

• I am so sorry I cannot help . But last .time I did. 

Because now I'm working in a restaurant, I have less tiine_to 
work with him. But however, I can help him on Sundays only, 

• Father cannot read! (Teacher's comment,) 

• and I both enjoyed the kit very much. She will continue 

being drilled over certain exercises, 

m I think the kit was a very nice thing for children to do when 
at home on weekends. 

• I think the Rainbow kit helped her very much. 

• Very helpful kit helped his math skills. 

• Our younger child attempts to work them. He enjoys them. 

• We had difficulty with "Problem Solving #5, 11 where the child 
would make up their own problem, 

• I think it's terrific and should be continued. Good Luck! 
e Yes, please se more, . 

• They are very good for kids. I hope they keep them for other 
kids. 

• ^ really enjoy working with and the Rainbow Kit. It 

really has helped her! 

• It's nice to have and keep the kit. I will keep working with him 
on the kit during the summer. 

• I think the Rainbow Kit has helped a lot. I thirk that other 
children will enjoy the different selections. They will 
learn if someone is there to work with them, someone who has 
time and patients. I enjoyed it very much.. 



3U 
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-^Cnitrument DeacrtprioflJ _ Attendance Records 



Brief description of the instrument : 

The. "Attendance Reco^ds"_used in this appendix _are_actually published reporta_, 
prepared byi the Department of Student Records and Reports, which_ summarise _the 
average daily attendance and membership for each schools The portionof. informa- 
tion in the reports concerning Chapter I Schools was subjected to analysis, wit k 
consideration __made for the percentage of loi^income students in each school- (The 
lov- income data were obtained from the Student Hast erf lie and Lunch File.) ' 

To when was the Instrument adixfirHtered? 

Data from each Chapter 1 elementary school were used to calculate a regression , 
Iine_yith predicted attendance^leyc&s for each school. 



Hov many times vas the Instrument administered? 

Attendance data- are et«.'. lecteaVdaily-^-each^ .... 
Reports each six weeks, sfflmnarized at that time, and then again, for the year as a 
whole. (Data on the Lunch File are updaEed continuously, but the figure used as 
the percentage of low-income students was as of a particular period in Apr£I«_) 
When vaa the instrument - adm* n-f«r.erea? "7 ^ 

The attendance summary for the entire year Was the one chosen for the analyses. 
It was based on the data collected throughout the year. 



Wh<r«- vas the- Ins trumcne administered? 
At each school. 



tftio ^adminisrer ed the iss grrmenc:? 

Clerical staff at each __school__f illed out the attendance registers <and also 
collected the lunch applications). 

rthas- training- d id cil ie ad mlnis^a^&rs- have? 
There are instructions for all forms. 



Vas the instrument adainlstered^under standardized conditions? 
No. 



• "^ta there problems wish", the instrument or Che administration chat might 

? r.j feet the valid ity of e he data? 
f . — * ■ 

!In general, _th^ attendance _ dataap^sar to bG fairly accurate. However, the 
:i:te'3dance forms are complicated fee the. school. st&ff co complete. The Lunch 
j fili: way have been inaccurate to some degree du* to. a tim* lag in schools sending 
| Id applications to Food Services 9 or a delay in adding Che £at/>. to Che file. 

Vho developed the ins tr*jjmen&? 

Attendance data are collected on tK-. i<araa Daily Resists.!: Pvpil Attendance, 
which is a form developed by T,E.£, The format for ^u^.:;_ry ■'. eyorts Is one 
developed by Student Records and Reports. 

VHae rel la b 11 i ty and val id 4a r 2 a re- *v^i-!rabi a en c-h j -i^s grsacrtc ? 
None- 



-her* s ora__rfa L j:.'g_jv ytlable for latar? ree ls & *fro__? fcscls.s? 
Summaries have been '..repared every si;c veaki and ittmually for many years. 
(Analyses of this type ar<* nev : however,) 
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ATTENDANCE REPORTS 



Purpose 



Information from the District's attendance reports was used to help answer 
the following decision arid evaluation questions. 

Decision Q uestion D2 : Should schoolwide projects be continued, 
modified, or revised? If so, how? 



tion Question D2-5: How did pupil^attendance 

at schoolwide project schools compare with attendance 
at Chapter "1 scriools wxthf "comparable "percentages of " 
low-income students? 



Procedure 

\ 



Average daily attendance and average daily membership for the entire 1982-83 
school year for; each school were obtained from AISD 1 s Department of Student 
Records and Reports in late June, The number of low- income- students in each 
school was- obtained from counts of all active students in each school who 
were either eligible for free or r educ ed-p r ic e lunches, or were a sibling 
of such a student. These data are updated continuously by Food Services, 
Data Services, and ORE; the data use<J in this Appendix w^re dated April 26, 
1983. 

Analyses 

The percentage of low-income students for each school was obtained by dividing 
the number of low- income students by the average da^ly membership. The 
percentage of students in attendance was computed by dividing the aggregate days 
of attendance by aggregate days of membership. 




SPSS subprogram REGRESSION was used to determine the relationship between the 
percentage of low- income students and the percentage attendance for the 25 
regular Chapter 1 schools (without schoolwide proj ects) and to obtain the 

weights used to plot a regression line. Membership was also tested as a 

predictor of attendance but did not add ' significant predictive, power. SPSS 
subprogram PLOT was used to plot the regression line along with the actual 
data points representing each school. 

In addition to the regression analyses, a test for proportions was calculated. 
A combined. average percentage attendance was computed fdfe the two campuses 
with schoolwide projects (which ranked first and second in percentage of low- 
income students,) and for the two schools which, ranked third and fourth in 
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percentage of low-income students. The Hypothesis of "no difference" in 
attendance rate was tested with the statistic : 



(1) 

n l " n 2 

Z = ; - 



A|p (1 (-- • -»-* 

Where: 



p(1 (-5- + ^> 



i = the sum of the average daily a ttendance for the schools 
ranked first and second in percentage low income (the 
schooiwide projects); 

x 2 the sum of the ,r/ar^ie dci-L/ attendance for the schools 
ranked third an<J fc: -h in percentage low income: 

n j = the sum of the aver* daily membership for the schools 
ranked first and second in percentage luw income ( die 
schooiwide projects); 

n 2 = the sum of the average daily membership for the schools 
ranked third and fourth in percentage low incovae; 

X l + x 2 t 



n l +n 2 



(continued on next page) 



^Reference: Freund, J.E^ Statistics; a first course . Englewood Cliffs, 
N^J. : Prentice-Hall, 1981, 
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Results ;/ 

■ ' ■ / ' 

Using the regression equation derived from percentage low income/ and percent- 
age attendance for the 25 Chapter 1 schools without schoolwide^ro j ec t s ~ 9 the 
predicted percentage attendance for Allison arid Becker are 92^7 and 92.53, 

respectively, while. the actual attendance rates for these two schools 

were 93.75% and 94. 12%. These differences may appear small'/but actually 
represent differences of 875 and _ 1925 student-days of instruction, respec- 
tively. Figrve 1 shows a plot of the regression line for/ the 25 Chapter 1 
schools without schoolwidie projects; the data points representing Allison 
and Becker are indicated. // 

Two proportions tests were done. The first compared ^he combined attendance 
rates for the two schoolwide projects campuses with ^he combined attendance 
rate for the two schools which ranked third ar 1 fourth in percentage of low- 
income students; for this comparison z=1.28(p^. 10)/ The second test compc 
the combined attendance rate for the campuses with schoolwide p r o j ectgjto- 1 he 
school which ranked third in percentage of low-income stx^n£-s-r^Tfiis school 
is closer to the schoolwide projects schools in percentage of low-income 
students than is the fourth ranked school.- For this comparison z=1.57(pi.06) 

These differences are not statistically significant . ,7'owever , the unit of 

analysis for these analyses is "school" rather than individual child. School- 
level measurement usually provides more stable measures, but may not be as 

powerful statistically as measuring individual students. A sample of Regular 
and SWP students should perhaps be followed next year if the attendance 
question remains important. 
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Figure 1: BEG'ftESSION LINE FOR THE 25 CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS 'WITHOUT SCHOOLWIDE 
PROJECTS, WITH DATA POINTS FOR ALL SCHOOLS. 
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InsCrumenC Description: Employee Records 



Brief description --of — the^nstraaan& : 

Two types of employee records were used for this appendix: 

• Board agendas concerning personnel actions (for information on resignations). 

• Files on requests for transfers (regardless of the action takes on the 
request)* 

Data on_ resignations and requests for transfers from elementary schools was of 
interest in determining whether Allison and Becker bad lower "turnover" Chan 
expected; 

To whom was the instrument ad ministered? 

Copies of the Board agendas are maintained by a secretary in Che Office- of Staff 
Personnel, _Flles on requests for transfers are maintained by individual assistant 
directors of personnel* ■ 



How many times was the ins ^ rumen t -ai&ttfeis€er^tP£ 



Cumulative data over the three years of Schoolwida Projects was used. 
When was the Instrument administered? 

Data was gathered once, for Che chree-year period, in June of 1983. 



the instrument artrnfnT stared? 



Data were examined' and tallied on a spare desk in Che Office of Stailf Personnel"." 

I 

Who administered the instrument? 

An evaluation_assistant . tallied the data. She was -rovided assistance by 
Personnel staff. 

What -tra ining did the administrators have? 

An "explanation of the type of data to be collected and the type of analyses 
to be planned. Also, Personnel staff explained their record keeping. 

Was the instrument— ad minister ed—unde r standard ised— conditions? 

Records of resignations are .handled in a standardized way. Requests for 

transfer are on a standard form buC are kept by various assistant directors. 



Wet* there problems vita, the ins crument- or-th e admini stration shat-ml^a^ 
affect the Validity of the data? 

None were noted. 



Who— develop 



The actual forms for requests for transfer/resignation are those developed by 
the Office of Staff Personnel. Board agenda items, however, are written in a 
format determined by the Board. 

5%i e _g^^%j,41gy_and validity data are available an Eh. a ins trjmcnc? 
None. > „ 



are there norm data available f or inte rpreting the rasulj 
The data are longitudinal in nature. 
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EMPLOYEE RECORDS 



Purpose 



Information from the District T s employee records was used to help answer 
the following decision and evaluation questions. 

D ecision Question D2: Should schoolwide projects be continued, 
expanded, or revised? If so, how? 

.__ _ __ __ __ _ ' __ i 

Evaluation Question D2-6: Were there differences 
between schoolwide project and regular Chapter 1 
schools in the frequency of teacher resignations 
and requests for transfer across the three years 
of the project? 

Procedure 



In June of 1983 records on teacher resignation and requests for transfer, 
which are Jkept by the Office of Staff Personnel, were obtained for use in 
assessing the turnover rate in Schoolwide Project schools, when compared 
to that in other, elementary schools* The records for each year of Schoolwide 
Projects were obtained (July 1, 1980 through June 30, 1981; July 1, 1981 
through June 30, 1982; July 1, 1982 through June 30, 1983.) Resignations 
were tallied from Board agendas during those periods; requests for transfer 
were tallied from the forms kept by the Assistant Directors of Personnel 
who work with assigning elementary teachers. 



Analyses 



In intrepreting the number of resignations and requests for transfer, the 
actual number of teachers at each school must also be considered: two 
requests for transfer might have a much different meaning at a school with 
60 teachers than at a school with 20 teachers. Thus, all data were 
converted to percentages — derived from the number of requests or number 
of resignations, divided by the number of teachers' on each faculty. (The . 
number of teachers was obtained from the Staff Directory for each year.) 
Data accumulated across the three years were considered a more stable 
measure than for any single year. Thus, the exact formula was: 

(Total Number of Requests for Three Years at a School) + 
(Number of Teachers at that School the First Year + 

Number of Teachers the Second Year + Number of Teachers 

the Third Year) 

Two types of analyses were undertaken. The first was simply two rank- 

orderings of all elementary schools by the percentage rates of: a) requests 
for transfer, and b) resignations. 

jt 4 ' 3 3 y 
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A second type of analysis was also conducted ^ to try to. adjust for a 
possible confounding variable,. Specif IcaHy* teachers in schools with a 
high percentage of low-income students may experience greater stress. This 
might affect the rate of turnover in these schools. In order to adjust for 
this effect, a regression line was derived to predict the percentage _bf_ 
requests for transfer and percentage of resignations as a function of the 
percentage of low-income students in the school, averaged across three years. 

Results 



Figures J-l and J- 2 show the rankings of elementary schools by the percentages 

of requests -for -transfer and resignations. — F-igure-J-3-shows-the-regression 

line and each data point used to predict the percentage of requests for 
transfer as a function of the percentage of low-income students in the school. 
The relationship between the two variables was statistically significant 
(F 15g - 7.82; p<.007). The multiple "r" was .34205, indicating that approxi- 
mately 12 percent of the variance in requests for transfer is accounted for 
by the low-income variable. (The relationship between percentage of resigna- 
tions and percentage of low- income students was not significant: 5 <j 3 / -13858 
p<.711.) 

These results indicate that Allison and Becker do have relatively low staff 
turnover rates across the last three years. It is unclear whether these low 
turnover rates are lower than they would have been without Schoolwide Projects, 
since data from previous years were not obtained. 



Rank 


School 


Percentage of \< 


I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
II 
12 
13 
14 


S uremics 

Doss 

Hill 

Oak Springs 
Lee. 
Casts 
Webb 

Sc. Elmo 
Brown 
Oak Hill 
PIeas*nE Hi"! 
Travi/ m.» ;£hcs 
Dawson 
Pillow 
..,,,'taEEiuCQfl " 


0 
0 

1.6393 
2.0408 
2. ^22 
' :*7* 
* . 0650 
4.4643 
5.0000 
5.0000 
5.4945 
6.3636 
6.6667 
6.6667 
?^t429 


-...-rJ^ 

1 J6 


Becker 


"7. "6433 1 


17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

_12 


Brencvood 

Linder 

Odom 

Williams 
Cunningham . 
Harris 
Haplewood 
Gullet c 
Zavala 
Allan 
Hachews 
Blanco a 
BarCoh Hills 


7.8947 
8.3333 
8.5271 

a q a a n 

8.8889 
8.9286 
9.2785 
9.3023 
9.3333 
.9.6386 
10,3774 
11.2903 
11.4943 
12.2449 


1 ?^ 


Allison 


12.5000 1 


31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
57 
48 
49 
50 
5i 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
53 

59 ■ 

60 

61 


Pease 

Wooldridge 
cook 

Rldgecbp 
Suns ec Valley 
Ho us con 
Bryker Woods ' 
Ortfiga 

Highland Park 

Metz__ 
Graham 

Pecan Springs 
Wbd c eh 
Sanchez 

Read 

Andrews 

Reilly 

Lang ford 

Menchaca 

Govalle 

Rosewood 

Zilker 

Campbell 

Brooke 

Jo si in. 

Blackshear . 

Walhuc Creek 

Winn 

Rosedale 

Monnan 

5 las 


12-5000 
12.5000 
12.9630 " 
13.6364 
13.8298 
14.0950 
14.2857 
14.7059 
14.9254 
15-2951 
15.6863 
15.7143 
16.1290 
16.2162 
16.2162 
16.6667 
16.9492 
17.0370 
17.6471 
17.6991 
17.9487 
18.0723 
18.1813 
18.5185 
18.8525 
20.9302 
' 23.6364 
27.1739 
29.1667 
29.1667 
53.0612 



Figure J-l. HANK-ORDERING OF SCHOOLS BY PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS 
REQUESTING TRANSFERS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1980-81, 
1981-82, 1982-33). ' 
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Rank 


School 


Percentage of Resignations 


'1 


Norman 


0 


2 


Hill 


3.2787 


3 


JoaliB- . 


4.0984 


4 


Wobldridge 


4.1667 


5 


Wihn 


4.3478 


6 


Pleasarffc Hill ;n ; { 
Bryker^oods >^z 


4.3956 




7 


4.7619 






8 


Allison 


5.2083 








Becker — 
















10 


Menchaca 


5.8824 


' ii 


Barrington 


5.9524 


12 : 


Sims 


6,1224 


13 


Travijs Heights 


6.3636 


14 


Cook 


6.4815 


15 


(Mom | 


6.9767 


1-6 • 


-Brown 


. - 7^0000 - - 


17' 


Met 2 


7.0588 


• IS 


Cunningham 


7.1429 


19 


Walnut Creek 


7.2727 


20 


Webb 


7.3171 


21 


Dawson - 


7.4074 


. 22 


Highland Park 


7.4627 


23 


Rosewood 


7.6923 


24 


Graham. 


7.8431 


25 


Gullet t 


8.0000 


"26 


St. Elmo 


8.0357 


27 


Langf ord 


8.1481 


28 


Rosedale 


8.3333 


29 


Pillow 


8.3333 


30 


Doss ' 


8.4337 ; 


31 


Pecan Springs 


8.5714 


32 


Woo ten 


8.6022 


33 


Brooke 


8.6420 


34 


Summit t 


8.8235 


35 


Williams 


8.8889 


36 


~Ridgetop 


9.0909 


37' ; 


Zilker 


9.6386 


38 


Seilly. _ 


10.1695 


39 




10.2273 


40 


Brentwood 


10.5263 


41 


C^sis _ 


10.5263 


42 


Andrews 


in 70X1 
iU • / o*J 


43 


tee 


11.1111 


44 


Allan 


11.3208 


45 


Harris 


11.3402 


46 


Go vail e 


11.5044 


47 


Lindwr 


11.9048 


43 


Oak Springs 


12.2449 


49 


Sunset Valley 


12.7660 


50 


Read- " 


13.5135 


5'i 


Blackahear 


13.9535 


52 


Maplewood. _ 


13.9535 


53 


Barton Hills 


14.2857 


54 


Sanchez 


14.8649 


5S 


Houston 


16.7785 


56 


Zavala 


. 16.8675 


57 


Pease 


12.5000 


58 


Ortega 


17.6471 


59 


Mathews 


17.7419 


60 


Oak Hill 


19.1667 




61 


Blanton 


21.8391 









figure J-2. RANK- ORDERING 0i SCHOOLS 3Y PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS 
RESIGNING ACROSS THREE YEARS (1980-81, 1981-82. 
1982-33). " 
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Figure J-3. 
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EACH SCHOOL, BY THE PERCENTAGE OF LOW-INCOME STUDENTS IN THE SCHOOL; 
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